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PREFACE. 



To ihose who regard the Lord's supper as a saeramefit 
1o be obserTed in his Church until * he shall come to be 
glorified in his saints and admired in all them that bo' 
lieye,' — it must appear a matter of much importance, that 
the conditions prescribed by the Master himself for ad- 
mission to his Table, should be well understood. Such 
as are authorized and called by our Lord to participate 
the sacramental feast, and thus to *• show forth his death 
until he come,' should know their high privilege and 
fulfill their duty as their Lord enjoins — while those who 
have justly * no lot nor part' in the holy ordinance, should 
be faithfully warned, that they profane not the sacred in- 
stitution and incur destruction to themselYes, by * eating 
and drinking unworthily.' 

The Freewill Baptist connection generally, have con- 
ceived it to be our Lord's good pleasure, that all who tru- 
ly * discern his body' in the symbolical elements of the 
supper, and whose lives correspond with their Christiao 
profession, should ' remember him' by partaking of * that 
bread and that cup.' But in the exercise of this faith, 
they have been met with objections against their practice; 
and, in some instances, perhaps not a few, they have been 
urgently beset and pressed by those objections. 

The subject of a publication in defence of our nsage in 
free communion, had come repeatedly before General 
Conference, and the call for a publication on the terms of 
communion, had become extensive, when the Confer- 
ence, at its late session, voted the offer of a premium on 
such a Treatise upon this subject, as should be deemed, 
among the manuscripts that might be submitted, most 
worthy — the manuscripts to be examined and adjudica- 
ted by the Board of Trustees of the Printing and Book 
Establiihinent. 



IV PREFACE. 

Ai the meeting of the Board, in October last, the time 
notified for examination of manuscripts, four Essays, by 
as many different writers, had been torwarded, and were 
presented for their consideration. Afler their careful 
reading, and much deliberation, the Board came to a 
conclusion to make proposals to the several writers of 
the manuscripts for the publication of them altogether in 
II volume, instead of awarding a premium to any par- 
ticular one to be published to the exclusion of the others. 
This determination and proposal was made on the prin- 
ciple and condition, that the writers^ respectively ^ and not 
the Board of Trustees y should he responsible for their pro- 
ductions. While the board were not willing, under all 
circumstances, to assume responsibility for any one of 
tiie Essays in all its points — they were unwilling that 
any one of them should be withheld from publication. 
Deeply interested as they themselves were in the perusal 
of the several articles, contemplating them separately 
and collectively, they were confident that a volume em- 
bodying, on one subject, such an amount of important 
discussion, such variety of argument, such diversity of 
style, and such general agreement in sentiment between 
the several wnters located remotely from each other and 
having had no correspondence with one another in ref- 
erence to this subject — could not fail of proving highly 
gratifying and useful to all that portion of the Christian 
public who interest themselves in this subject. They 
regard it verv desirable that the whole should be 
thrown before the members of our own denomination es- 
pecially ; several of the specific topics which are discus- 
sed in the Essays, and those of great importance, appear 
never to have been brought forward for the consideration 
of our people. 

The writers, having accepted the proposed terms for 
the publication of their Essays, the Trustees have much 
pleasure in presenting them together in this volume, coa< 
fident that the cause of Truth will be hereby advanced. 

TRUSTEES. 

Dover, N. H. Jan. 1, 1841. 
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It) INSTITUTIOlf AND DESIGN 

Aft the dew of Hermon, and as the dew that desc^nd'- 
ed upon the mountains of Zion : for there the Lord 
commanded the blessing, even life forevermore." 

Union among Christians disarms Satan of his dead- 
liest weapons, silences a- gainsaying world, and con- 
strains them to acknowledge the divine origin of the 
religion of Christ. The more his disciples of every 
name are united in feeling and action, the sooner 
will ignorance, superstition, and vice be subdued, 
and the nations converted. The prayer of Jesus will 
receive an accomplishment in the millenium. They 
will be all one then (not necessarily in name, but in 
heart) TJiefy will be one in heaven. In that bless- 
ed realm there will be no uncharitable restrictions, 
no exclusiveness, no separating walls. But if un- 
charitableness, exclusiveness, and separating walls 
will be unknown in the millenium and in heaven, 
why should they exist here ? 

It is one of the most happy omens, one of the most 
encouraging signs of the present times, that light on 
this subject is breaking forth every where. Long 
cherished, deep rooted, little souled prejudices are 
beginning to be eradicated. Christians of the differ- 
ent evangelical denominations, forgetful of former 
jealousies and contentions, now approach and take 
each other cordially by the hand, as endeared breth- 
ren, who feel that they can co-operate in a common 
cause, under one gracious Master. The revivals of 
religion which have pervaded the land, the various 
operations of benevolence amoag us, and the com- 
bmation of effort for the dissemination of the Gos- 
.pel abroad have done much to consolidate Christians 
of all denominations. Let these great and glorious 
movements proceed, this excellent spirit continue to 
increase; and the day is not very distant when every 
root of bitterness will be removed, and the whole 
world bow in subjection to Cbfist.' 

It must be apparent to every careful observer, that 
one great separating vfall still divides the acknowl- 
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edged disciples of the Lord Jesus Christ. Some as- 
sert that it is a wall which was erected by divine au- 
thority. If so, let it stand: far be it from us to raise 
a hsM for its demolition. But let us be certain of 
the fact. If close communion. is of divine appoint- 
ment, then let the lines be drawn according to all the 
strictness of the Gospel rule; but if it is a device and 
work of man, tending to cherish intolerance, bigot- 
ry, and pride; one of the remnants of a narrow con- 
tracted superstition^ which must fall before increas- 
ing light and love; the sooner it comes to nought the 
better. .To the law and to the testimony. 

Before entering upon the main subject proposed 
for discussion in this essay, it may not be unprofita- 
ble to glance at the institution and design of the or- 
dinance under consideration. The circumstances, 
under which the sacrament of the Lord's supper 
was instituted, were peculiarly interesting. The 
time had nearly come n)r the consummation of the 
Savior's mission — that consecration of himself on the 
i^ominious cross, by which he purchased redemp- 
tion for a ruined world. Three years had he ac- 
companied his disciples, unfolding his scheme of 
mercy, and confirming its divine origin by the most 
infallible proofs. Many were the interesting hours 
spent in his society, while he was instructing them 
in the things of his kingdom, and they were bound 
to him by the tenderest ties. These ties were soon 
to be sundered, and they to be scattered abroad, to 
build up that kingdom which he came to establish. 
He wisned ta leave them and all his followers. after 
him some sensible memorial of himself— something 
to call up vividly the history of his life and death — 
something to console them in their hours of loneli- 
ness and sorrow — ^something which, to the latest pe- 
riods of time, should forcibly impress them with a 
sense of their obligations to him, to each other, and 
the world. 

The night in which Jesus was betrayed had come, 
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and he was seated for the last time with the twelve 
at th^ festive board. Whether this was or was not 
the Paschal supper, is not material to our inquiry. 
Having partaken of the repast, the ordinance 'was 
in^itutea. Jesus took bread, and offering thanks, 
gave it to the disciples, saying, << Take, eat; this is 
an emblem of my body, broken on the cross for the 
sins of mankind." He then took the cup, and a^ain 
addressing the Father, gave it to them, saying, 
'^ Drink ye all of this; it is an emblem of my blood 
poured out, as a victim slain, in ratification of the 
new covenant of reconciliation. Keep this as an or- 
dinance in remembrance of me; and thus whenever 
you partake of these symbols, vou will conmiemo- 
rate the sufferings and death of your divine Lord. 
Perpetuate this observance, though I shall no more 
1>e personally present with you in celebrating^ it, un- 
til we are seated at the table of pur Father in heav- 
en." They concluded the service with a hymn, and 
immediately departed from the place. 

Such is the substance of the concise, simple, and 
affecting narrative given by three of the evangelists, 
and the apostle Paul. Matt. 36^ 26— SO. Mark 14: 
22—26. Luke 22: 17— 2P. 1 Cor. 11 : 2»— 30. That 
tkia ordinance, so significant of the atonement, was 
designed for perpetual and universal observance in 
the church, is evident from various considerations 
1. From its nature, and the language employed on 
the occasion of its institution, ft was designed for 
all Christians, because it was to be observed '< in re- 
membrance" of Christ, in whom they all alike have 
a personal interest. It wa^ designed to be perpetua- 
ted, because the injunction was, '^ For as oft as ye eat 
this bread, and drink this cup, ye do show the Lord^ 
death tiU he come;" and he will not come until the 
end of the world. 2. From the apostolic commis- 
sion, " Teaching them to observe all things whatso- 
ever I have commanded yoa." Matt. &: 20. 3. 
From the traces of its observance, and allusions to 
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it in the writings of the apostles. Thus from Aets 
20: 7, we learn that they were in the habit of cele- 
brating the Lord's supper on the firat day of the 
week. See also 1 Cor. 10: 16, 21. 11: 17—84.—- 
But the fact that this ordinance was designed to be 
perpetuated, is so ffenerally admitted, that it is un- 
necessary to dwell longer on this point. 

The design of the Eucharist is obvious from the 
passages already quoted. It is a standing memorial 
of the atonement of Christ, reminding communicants 
of their obligations for his body broken and blood 
shed, and of their continual dependence upon the ef- 
ficacy of that infinite sacrifice for the purification of 
their hearts, and their growth in grace. Celebrated 
with devout sincerity of heart, its ii^uence must be 
hiffhly salutary. It is a proper occasion for careful 
self-examination, and renewed dedication of all to 
God. It conduces to unite Christians in the bonds of 
fellowship and love, to assimilate them to Christ, and 
to each other. It makes them feel that they are all 
one in the Lord — all branches of the same vine — all 

Eartakers of the same spirit— ^dl heirs of the same 
eavenly inheritance. Considering the utility of this 
sacred ordinance, and the strictness with which the 
Scriptures require its observance, it is to be deeply 
deplored, that it is so much neglected. If some 
churches do not celebrate it scarcefy once a year, no 
wonder that they are in a languishing condition. If 
some church members frequently absent themselves 
from the table of the Lord, no wonder that they grow 
cold in their religious affections, and conformed to 
the world. It is true that those who partake " un- 
worthily," that IB, from tieiouB niotiveiy like some at 
Corinth, who made the occasion a scene of revelry 
and dissipation, will procure to themselves " con- 
demnation;" but this should deter no Christian fh>m 
coming with a sincere and penitent heart to the ta- 
Ue of the Lord. How can any who know that their 
only hope is in Christ, neglect this ordimwce insti* 
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tuted in special remembrance of hi^ sufierinss and 
death ? Let those individuals and churches, wno are 
delinquent in the practice of this duty, return speed- 
ily, and with repentance to their duty, lest they be 
cut off as fruitless branches. 



CHAPTER II. 

EXAMINATION OF ARGUMENTS IN FAYOR OF CLOSE 

COMMUNION. 

Close communion is founded on the assumption 
that baptism is required as an indispensable prere- 
quisite to admission to the Lord's supper. This, 
we freely admit, has been the ground taken by a ^reat 
portion of the Christian world of all denominations : 
they have admitted ''no person to the communion 
whom they considered unbaptized. NoW, if this 
position be correct, no baptist can consistently com- 
mune with a Pedobaptist, since Baptists do not rec- 
ognize infant sprinklmg as Christian baptism. And 
wnile Pedobaptists mi^e baptism an indispensable 
condition to the communion, under all circumstan- 
ces, they cannot expect the Baptists to unite with 
them in the communion, in consistency with th« 
principles of both. 

We have already admitted that a great portion of 
the Christian world have refused the Eucharist to 
all whom they regarded as unbaptized. As this is a 
practice which we must controvert as unauthorized 
oy the Scriptures, it will be expected at the outset 
that we should account for its great prevalence. It 
is not necessary here to describe the maimer in which 
numerous gross errors and corruptions found their 
way into the church during the first four centuries of 
the Christian era. Every reader of ecclesiastical 
history knows, that very early the doctrine became 
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prevalent in the church, that baptism is essentitU to 
salvation— of infants, as well as adults. Some sup- 
posed that unbaptized infants dying in infancy would 
be annihilated; others that they would be damned — 
Austin favored the latter opinion. Says a learned 
cardinal : " The church has always believed, that in- 
fants perish, if they die without baptism.^^* £ven 
to this day the liturgy of the church of England puts 
all persons dying unbaptized on a level with suicides f 
The following from the rubric at the conclusion of 
the office for public baptism of infants, and that pre- 
fixed to the order for the burial of the dead author- 
izes the above statement. ''It it certain by God's 
word, that children which are baptized, dying before 
they conunit sin, are undoubtealy saved." " Here 
it is to be noted, that the office ensuing Tviz : the bu- 
rial office) is not to be used for any that aie unbaptiz- 
ed, or excommunicated, or have laid violent hands 
upon themselves," One quotation more may suffice 
on this point. The council of Trent decreed as fol- 
lows: '' If any one shall assert that baptism is free, 
not necessary to salvation, let him be accursed, "f 

Considering that such abominable sentiments 00 
early crept into the church, and were so generally 
adopted, it is not strange that the belief should be- 
come abnost universal, that baptism is an indispen- 
sable condition to the communion. One follows the 
other as a matter of course. If baptism was consid- 
ered essential to salvation, it must be also to com- 
munion. 

Still some may startle at the idea of questioning 
whether baptism of some kind or what is regarded 
as baptism is not requisite, in order to be admitted 
to the communion. But truth is the object to be 
•ought, whether it conflicts with our preconceived 

* Semper Ecclesia credidit, inlkntes perine, ni absque Baptismo ck 
hae Tita vecedant. BoUarmo apud Amesinm. Tom. III. P' 67. 

t Si quia dixerit baptismua liberum esse, hoc ett non necMtariwa 
ad aalatom, anathema ait. Sew. VII. Can. V. 
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opinions, or not; whether it subyerts the dogmas of 
men. of high standing and influence, or not; We 
must stand on consistent, scriptural ground, in sup- 
porting the ordinances of the Gospel. All the bulla 
of popes, or decrees of councils, or the declarations 
even of the best uninspired men, are insufScient to 
authorize an innovation upon the perfect rule of 
faith and practice which God has given us in his ho- 
ly word. We do not suppose that the communion 
is open, either expressly or virtually, to the whole 
world, so that every one at his pleasure is at liberty 
to partake, and thus profane the sacred elements. — 
That there are clear, definite restrictions and condi- 
tions to the communion, which effectually preclude 
it from profanation, we firmly believe, and hope to 
show in the sequel; but whether baptism is an in- 
dispensable prerequisite, under all circumstances, is 
a subject of investigatipn. This is the hinge ques- 
tion in the controversy. 

If baptism is an essential condition to commun- 
ion, the fact ought to be susceptible of proof. A 
" thus saith the Lord" will satisfy any one who ac- 
knowledges the divine authority of the Scriptures. — 
The sacrament of the Lord's supper is a positive 
institution, and should therefore be observed strictly 
according to the requirement of the institutor. His 
will is t£e measure of our duty respectingit; and 
his will is ascertained by referring to the Book in 
which he has conununicated it. There is no place 
here for our theories and conjectures, as there might 
be in relation to moral precepts, founded on the na- 
ture of relations. There is an important difference 
between moral and positive precepts, which it would 
be well to keep in mind. The precept << Children, 
obey your parents," is a moral one, founded on the 
nature of a relation, and not dependent for its au- 
thority on any enactment or promulgation of it. It 
is obligatory wherever the relation of parent and 
child ezisfts, whether it has been formally promulga- 
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tedy or not. But reason imd eonacienee must deter- 
mine as to the circumstances and extent of its appli- 
cation. There are cases where it.would not be right 
for the precept to be literally obeye49 such as when 
a parent commands a child to commit sin. So, it will 
be seen, that circumstances modify its application; 
and reason and conscience must decide, in each case, 
how long, and to what extent, the child is under ob- 
ligation to obey the parent. So much for the nature 
of moral precepts : now take a positive one — ^for in- 
stance the command of God to Moses to build the 
ark of covenant. There was nothing in the nature 
of the case, which could direct him m obeying this 
requirement — ^which could teach him of what mate- 
rials, size, or shape to construct it. The whole was 
a matter of arbitrary appointment, and Moses there- 
fore had to conform strictly to the precept, and make 
the ark ^' accordin^^ to the pattern shown him in the 
mount." Any deviation on his part from the method 
prescribed would have been an act of daring impie- 
ty. These cases will serve to illustrate the difference 
between moral and positive precepts in their general 
application. The distinction must be perfectly ob- 
vious, and no one will deny its force in interpreting 
scriotural requirements — certainly no Baptist. 

Now the precepts requiring the observance of the 
sacraments are positive ones. By no antecedent 
course of reasomng can their necessity be demon- 
strated; nor is there au^ht in the nature of things by 
which we could^determme the time, mander, or any 
other circumstance of their observance . Being whol- 
ly dependent on the authority of Christ for their 
existence, his will is the measure pf our du^ in rela- 
tion to them. This will of his is fully exhibited in 
the sacred volume.. It was not lefl to be gathered 
by implication or inference, but is stated by the in- 
spired writers in explicit and unequivocal terms; and 
their account of them must be received as ultimate 
and decisive. We refer then the question to their 
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decision. Is there such an inseparable connection 
between baptism and the Lord's supper, that the 
former is an indispensable prerequisite to the privi- 
leges of the latter ? Is it required, under all circum- 
stances, that those who come to the table of the Lord 
shall have been previously baptized? From the 
promptness with which this inquiry has received an 
affirmative .answer, and the care taken to maintain 
an invariable practice in the churches in accordance 
with it, it mi^nt be expected that we should be im- 
mediately pomted to the chapter and verse contain- 
ing the requirement. But no; not a preeatt of the 
kind can be found vfitkin the lids of the Bible, How 
is this to be accounted for? On the supposition that 
baptism is an indispensable condition to conununion, 
the fact would be one of the most nutterial subjects 
for precept in the two ordinances; yet Jesus did not 
mention it at the time he instituted the latter ordi- 
nance, nor at any other time. The apostles, in all 
their histories and epistles, in which are numerous 
detailed accounts of the two ordinances, are utterly 
silent respecting it. Under the Jewish dispensation 
none were admitted to the Passover unless they had 
been previously circumcised; and there we find an 
express precept directly in point. " No uncircum- 
eised person shall eat thereof." Ex. 19: 48; But 
there is no such precept respecting baptism and the 
communion. There is no more reason to conclude, 
from any passage contained in the Bible, that bap- 
tism is an indispensable prerequisite to the commun*. 
ion, than that it is an indispensable prerequisite to 
prayer. These statements are undemable, and ther 
are wholly irreconcilablie with the idea of any such 
inseparable connection between the ordinances. — 
The assumption then, that baptism is an iildispensa- 
ble condition to communion, is unscriptural, and 
without any good foundation. And if baptism is not 
MB indispensable condition to commttnion, then the 
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practice of close communion is unauthorized, and 
ouffht to be immediately abandoned. 

We may be told, bower er, that although the prac- 
tice of close communion is not authorized by any 
express precept, it may be sustained hiy circumstan- 
tial evidence. As we would give every One a fair 
hearing and weigh carefully every species of evi- 
dence that he may have to present, without depreci- 
ating or neglecting aught, we will proceed to an ex- 
amination of. this circumstantial evidence, or the 
general arguments employed in justification of close 
communion. 

1. The first argument usually employed by the 
advocates of close conununion relates td the oraer of 
time in which the ordinances of baptism and the 
Lord's supper were instituted. They assert that 
baptism had the priority. Suppose this to be admit- 
tea, does it make one an indispensable condition to 
the other .^ By no means. Preaching was instituted 
prior to baptism, yet who ever thought that no one 
could be baptized, unless he had previously^ preach- 
ed? Hence, allowing that baptism was instituted 
previously to the institution or the Lord's supper, 
this proves nothing about any inseparable connection 
between them, or that one must in all cases precede 
the other. 

Again, to make this argument of any avail to our 
close communion brethren, it is incumbent on them 
to prove that every one of the disciples had received 
Cm'istian baptism previously to the memorable night 
in which the Savior administered to them the em- 
blems of his body and blood; and even that could not 
authorize the position they take. But where is the 
evidence that such was the fact? John the forerun- 
ner of Christ did indeed baptize, and so did some of 
the twelve apostles: but this does not prove the 
point in question. We ask not for conjectures, sup* 
positions, or probabilities. Evidence to establish a 
position so important ought to be unequivocal. In 
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testifjdng to a matter of fact in a court of justice, 
the witness is not allowed to giTe the jury his atm- 
ponHatUp He must tell what lie kncwsy not what he 
thinks probable. 

We have already seen that, allowing Christian 
baptism was instituted and practiced prior to the in- 
stitution of the communion service, this ftict would 
not authorize the practice of close communion now, 
unless it can be proved also that Jesus and the apos- 
tles made it an invariable rule to admit none to the 
communion but immersed believers, and required 
the same of their followers to the end of -time. But 
there is one aspect of this subject which is impor- 
tant. It is this. It will be admitted by all, that if 
Christian baptism was not instituted until after the 
institution of the Lord's supper, then close commun- 
ion falls., and open communion is established. It 
becomes then an inquiry of considerable importance, 
whether the rite administered by John and the disci- 
ples of Christ, previously to the commission given 
them Matt. 28: 19, and before the Holy Ghost was 
given, is to be regarded as Christian baptism. To 
assist the inquirer in the investigation of tnis subject, 
we will present him with the following concise and 
able argument^n relation to John's baptism. 

'' It has .been made a question respecting the bap- 
tism of John, whether it was the same as the orai- 
iiance instituted by Christ, (Matt. 28: 19,) and ob- 
served in the church in all periods since. We are 
decidedly of opinion, that it was not the same, but 
merely an introductory rite, designed to prepare the 
way for the gospel dispensation; and in this we 
agree, not only with the ancient church,* but with 

♦Origin [A. D. 230] says, Christ himself was baptized by John, 
not with the baptism which is in- Christ, but that which is in the 
law. Com. in Rom. 6. Chrysostom says, It (the baptism of Jahn) 
was as it were a bridge, which from the baptism of the Jews, made 
tt way to that of the Savior. It was superior to the first, but infe- 
vior to the second. Homil. 84. 
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the most respectable writers, Baptist and Pedobap- 
tist of the present day. The following are some of 
the reasons urged by Rey. Robert Hall (a Baptist) 
and others, to show that the baptism of John was a 
preparatory rite, and not to be regarded as a Chris- 
tian ordinance. 

<4. This baptism took place under the Jewish dis- 
pensation. Tne Jewish dispensation continued in 
force till the death of Christ. Then the veil of the 
temple was rent in twain. Then the great sacrifice 
for sin was offered, and the typical sacrifices ceased. 
It was then that Christ blotted out the hand-writing 
of ordinances, that was against us, and took it out of 
the way, nailing it to the cross. Col. 3: 14. Our 
Sayior lived under the old dispensation, and was a 
strict observer of the institutions of Moses: and all 
that was done in the church previous to his death be- 
longed properly to that dispensation. This certain- 
ly is strong presumptive evidence that the baptism of 
John was not a Christian ordinance. 

'^ 2. Christian baptism originated in the express 
conunand of Chkist : < Go ye and teach all nations, 
baptizing tfaem in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and Holy Ghost.' No such origin can be claim- 
ed for the baptism of John, who baptized for some 
time before he knew Christ, John 1 :S1. He ascribes 
his commission to the Father, John 1 :S3. 

^' 3. The baptism of John was evidently a prepar- 
atory ordinance. He came to ' prepare the way of 
the Lord. ' He preached to the people that the AAes- 
siah was eomingy and exhorted them to prepare to 
receive him: and in order that they nught be pre- 
pared, callea them to repentance and baptism. 

'< 4. One part of the aesign of Jolm*s baptism, as 
stated by himself, shows it to have been entirely dis- 
tinct from Christian baptism: ''That he (Christ) 
should be made manifest to Israel, therefore am I 
come baptizing with water,'' John 1 :dl . It was an im- 
portant part of the object of John's mioistry and bap- 
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tisin, to point out the Messiah to the Jewish people, 
bear public testimony ih his behalf, and induet Atm, bj 
the washing of water, into the ministry. It hardly 
need be said, that there is nothing in Christian baptism 
th^t resembles this. A Christian ordinance not 
founded on the authority of Christ, not the effect 
but the means of his manifestation, and first execu- 
ted by one who knew him not, is an incomprehensi- 
ble mystery.' 

" 5. The baptism of John, unlike Christian bap- 
tism, was not administered in the name of the Fa- 
ther, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. This we know; 
because some, whom John baptized, had ^ not so 
much as heard whether there be any Holy Ghost.' 
Acts 1 9 :3. Indeed, John did not baptize in the name 
of Christ, or in any other name; but merely direct- 
ed those who came toiiis baptism to ' believe on him 
who should come af^er him.' Acts 19:4. 

" 6. Some of those Vho received John's baptism 
were afterwards baptized by the apostles. This was 
the case with certain disciples whom Paul found at 
Ephesus, (Acts 19:5,) and in all probability with 
many others* 

" For these reasons we think it demonstrable, that 
John's baptism was not Christian baptism, but ra- 
ther an introductory rite, intended to prepare the 
way for the coming of Messiah and his kingdom."*^ 

It will be observed that nearly all the prominent 
reasons for believing that the rite performed by John 
was not Christian baptism, will apply with equal force 
to tliat performed by the disciples of Jesus, previous 
to his ascension. If, as the writer of the preceding 
extracts maintains, the Jewish dispensation contin- 
ued in force till the death of Christ; if Christian 
baptism oriffinated in the express command of Christ, 
Matt. 28:19; if the baptism which the disciples of 
our Lord performed (for Jesus baptized not, John 
4:3,) was not administered in the name of the Fa- 

* Basydo. of Rd. Know!, pp. 177, 178. { 



IV FATOR OP CL08B COMlCVKIOir. ^ 

tfaef) the SoD) and (he Holy Ghost, but was merelj 
a preparatory and initiatory rite into the Gospel dis* 
pensation, then equally with John's baptism, it can- 
not be recognized as Christian baptism. Unless 
this whole argument is unsound and fallacious, the 
claim of close communionists that Christian baptism 
was instil;uted prior to the communion is shown to 
be unfounded, and their entire fabric falls. It fol- 
lows of necessity, that if Jesus administered the sa- 
crament to his disciple^, when as yet they had not re- 
ceiyed Christian baptism, then Christian baptism is 
not an indispensable prerequisite to communion* 

11. The second argument relied upon by the advo- 
cates of close communion, is, in the language of Mr. 
Booth, *' the order of words, in that commission 
which was given to the ambassadors of Christ."* 
" Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptiz- 
ing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost; Teaching them to observe 
all things whatsoever I have commanded you: and, 
lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end of the 
world." Matt. 28:19,20. How little warrant this 
" commission" affords for the practice of close com- 
munion, must be apparent, when it is considered, 
that it says nothing about the Lord's supper, and 
was not given until. afier this ordinance had been in- 
stituted, and administered. It does require the dis- 
ciples to keep the whole law of Christ, but is silent 
about admittmg none but baptized persons to his ta- 
ble. The passage might be properly adduced to 
show that, all baptized believers are required to ob- 
serve tHe- sacramental service; but it proves Jio in- 
separable connection or dependence of one Gospel 
ordinance upon another. It might as well be cited 
to show, that none should pray, unless they have 
been baptized, as that none should be admitted to 
the communion unless they have been baptized; for 
prayer was one of the << things commanded," as well 
as the comtmunion service^ 

t Apology for the Baptists, p. 41. 
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III. ^'The-ordeF of adimnistration in the primi- 
iive and apotioUe pracHeis" is supposed to autnorize 
close commanion. In order for the primitiye and 
apostolic practice to avail our dose communion 
brethren at all, it is incumbent on .them to show that 
the apostles and their associates never received an 
unbaptized. person to the communion. Here is an 
argument introduced by them, and it must be sub- 
8tantiate4 by proper evidence, or it is worthless. 
They have no right to make assumptions without 
proof, and then use them in defence of their prac* 
tice. This is begging the question in dispute. But 
have they proved that no unbaptized person was 
ever admitted to the communion* in the apostolic 
chw^h ? 

We freely admit that it was the general practice 
in the apostolic and primitive churched to baptize 
persons before admitting them to the communion. 
Whether this practice was invariable or not, ive are 
not informed; but from the numerous instances re- 
corded of the baptism of believers immediately af- 
ter their conversion, it cannot be doubted that such 
was the usual method of procedure. We admit al- 
so, that at quite an early period' in the history of the 
church, baptism 'Was required as an indespensable 
condition to communion. But at the same time, as 
has been already shown, baptism was considered 
essential to salvation,— «ven of infants. 

Allowing that it was the general practice of the 
apostles to baptize persons before admitting them to 
the communion, what then.^ Does this mSke it ne- 
cessary that we should never, under any circnm- 
stances, unite in the communion service with those 
whom we consider unbaptized? If so, on what 
principle? Is it because we are under obli^tion to 
eoj^ the example of the aoosties. literally m every 
thmg? No one. will contena for this, for many cus- 
toms and usages which the apostles practiced, have 
long been obsolete. For instance, tney had a fomi 
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"of salutation, Rom. 16:16. 1 Pet. 5:14, which is not 
used nqw. They received the sacrament with un* 
leavened bread, at evening, and in a reclining pos- 
ture; but no one thinks it essential to preserve the 
same usages at the present day: If it could be'prov* 
ed, that they invarial^y admitted none but baptised 
persons to the communion^' and required the ^ame 
of their followers perpetually, and under all circum- 
stances, then the question would be settled; but gui 
such was not the case, we feel under no obtigation to 
proceed as though it were. 

Our close communion brethren will agree with us, 
that, in the apostolic churches, baptism was the vis* 
ible sign of a profession of faith in IDhrist, and was 
required as such of every believer. In those churcb* 
es there could be no mtstake on the subject of bap- 
tism, for the apostt^es knew what the claims of that 
ordinance were, and how it ought to be administer-' 
ed. Under these circumstanoes a person refusing to i 
be baptized could not have been .admitted to the, 
communion, for the reason that he knowingly and 
wilfully rejected one of the ordinances of the gos* 
pel, and therefore showed that he was not a true 
believer. He would have been denied admission 
to the Lord's table, not on the .ground that baptism 
is an indispensable condition to communion, but 
because by refusing .to be baptized, under th6 oir- 
ciunstances in which he was placed, he showed that 
he did not possess a Christian character* But how 
stands the case nowf The Congregationalists, 
Methodists, Presbyterians, and Eprscopalians gener- 
ally refuse to submit to what we (the. Baptists) 
consider as Christian baptism^ but does this refusal 
of theirs destroy their evidence of Christian charac 
ter? If so, then in conformity to the apostolic 

Erecedent we are bound to reject them from the 
rord's table. This is the tfue question, and let 
every close communionist weigh it well. If you 
refuse to commune with Methodists, Congregation^ 
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alistfl, &c. on the ground of the apostolic precedent ». 
you declare to the worlds that tney are not Chria- 
tians. 

The truth is,, that the apostolic precedent does not 
authorize close communion,, but the contrary.. Na. 
sane man will deny, but there are multitudes of as 
enlightened,, conscientious,, and devoted Christians 
in the denominations above mentioned^ as any oa> 
earth.. Must we exclude them<&om the communion^, 
because the apostles excluded the wilfully obstinate 
and disobedient ? .What is the spirit of the apos*^ 
tolic precedent^ admitting it to be what it is claimed 
to have been? Obviously this: ta receive to ths- 
eonmunion those y and thosie only, who exhibited prop^ 
tr evidence of Christian character. If, therefore, we 
would proceed according to the spirit of that prece- 
dent, we must admit to the communion all wno ex- 
hibit proper evidence of true piety.. To make tha 
statement as clear as we can: under the administra- 
tion of the apostles there could be no mistake about 
baptism, and those who neglected it, could not be 
recognized as Christians, and therefore were refus- 
ed admission to the ^able of the Lord; but at the 
present day persons may be honestly mistaken on 
the subject of baptism. Having received what they 
' conscientiously believe to be baptism, they may re- 
fuse to submit to the real ordinance,. and yetbe true 
Christians,, and therefore entitled to the privile^ of 
commemorating the Savior's dying love a( his ta^ 
ble. 

We may be told,, that we acknowledge the Pedo- 
baptists are in error in respect to baptism.. True,, 
but are there no errors among Baptists? And if we 
unite in the communion service with those whom^re 
own to hold errors on some subjects, why not also 
unite in the same service withfPedobaptists,.whom 
we believe to be sincere Christians* notwithstanding 
their error on die subject of baptism^ Behold the 
inconsistency of jnan ! Many a baptist churoh will 
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•dmit to their, eommttnion service a rumHseller or a 
slave-holder; but if Baxter^ Wesley, and Paysoa 
were again on earth> and should present themselves 
for the some ordinance,, they would be rejected. 

IV. Qne argument more is all that it will be ne- 
eessary ta examine on this point. It is^ thus stated 
by Dr. Baldwin. ^'Although we do not consider it 
(baptism) as essential to •salvation, yet we think it 
ess&Uial to the regular visibility of a gospel church, 
and consequently to communion at the Lord's table; 
for that is a church ordinance, and ought never to be 
administered but to members that are in special cov- 
enant. '^^ The reader should weigh well the conser 
quences of this position.. What is the conclusion 
to which it inevitably leads I Plainly this, that there 
is not a regular gospel church, or a regular gospel 
minister on earth, out of the Baptist pale 1 This is 
no tnisrepresentation. The conclusion is unavoida- 
ble from the premises assumed.. The course of 
reasoning is this. Immersion is essential to bantism^ 
consequently all Pedobaptists are unbaptizea per- 
sons; and as baptism is essential to the regular visi- 
bility of a gospel churchy none but Baptists can 
compose a regular gospel church. Hence accord- 
ing to this doctrine, every Methodist, Congregation- 
al, Presbyterian, and Episcopallim church in Chris- 
tendom is a 'nullity — ^nay more, an usurpation; aU 
ordinations in such bodies are void,, every act of 
church relation- performed by them is ati assumption 
of unauthorized prerogatives, and every time they 
commemorate the Savior's love by administering the 
sacrament, they profane that sacred ordinance.. 
Such in plain, unaisguised language, must be the 
sentiment of our close communion brethren, in or- 
der to be consistent vi^ith their practice. Such a por 
sition should be carefully examined before it is tak- 
en by any one. Who is prepared to assert that there 
is not a regular minister of the go'spelon earth but oT 

* Bfipttoin and commanion, p. 12. 
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the Baptist order ? And such is the case if there arc 
no gospel churches but Baptist ones. 

The question to be decided respecting the prece- 
ding pdsitioji is, whether at the present day any per- 
son who has not been baptized by immersion can be 
a member of the visible church, and in special cov- 
enant. We must answer this question in the affir- 
mative, unless it caii be proved that baptism is the 
door into the church. This cannot be done, for 
Christ has expressly settled this point. " He that 
entereth not by the door into the sheepfold, but 
climbeth up some other way^ the same is a thief and 
a robber. I am the door.'* John 10:1, 9. 

What is a gospel church? An attentive in- 
spection of the Scriptures satisfies us that the fol- 
lowing definition by Mr. Locke is the correct one. 
*' A church I take to be a voluntary society, joining 
themselves together of their own accord, in order to 
the public worshipping of God in such a manner as 
they judge acceptable to him, -and eflfectual to the 
salvation of their souls.'** The two chief requi- 
sites are, 1." That the members be true believers. 2. 
That they habitually associate for religious worship 
and improvement. Such were tiie apostolic chlirch- 
es, and we discover no other essential element in 
them. It is asserted that the baptism fby which is 
mearit the immersion of adults) of eacn individual 
in the association is-necessary to constitute it a church 
in gospel order. But what authority is therfe for 
such an assertion? Where is the comnicmd that 
makes, the baptism of each individual memoer es- 
sential to the existence of every gospel church? 
We are cited to the. example of the apostlesy who 
admitted none but baptized believers to tneir church- 
es. To this we reply, that in the time of the apos- 
tles there was no liability of mistake respectinj^ 
baptism, and none were recognized as Christian! 

* Locke on Toleration, p. 17. 
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but those who had been baptized. But the case is 
differeat now; for our close communion brethren 
admit that there are many true Christians, who were 
never baptized. Hence the example of the apostles 
cannot prove, that there are no gospel churches 
now, but those whose meipbers have all been bap- 
tized. If the members of the Pedobaptist denomi- 
nations are acknowledged as evangelical ChHstians, 
theU their churches must be a-clinowledged as evan- 
gelical Christian churches. . . 

But suppose we admit that Pedobaptists are not 
members of the visible church, does it follow that 
they must be excluded from the table of the Lord ? 
We think not, for the reason that the 'Scriptures 
have not established any .inseparable connection be- 
tween baptism and communion, or any dependence 
of one upon the other. Hence a failure to attend 
to one 01 them does not release any Christian from 
an obligation to attend to the other. All true be- 
lievers nave a right to commemorate the sufferings 
of Christ by partaking of the emblems of his body 
and blood; and as the fact that some have mistaken 
baptism, are still unbaptized, and by- consequence 
according to the supposition, are not members of 
the visible church, does not destroy their evidence 
of Christian character, we ought therefore to admit 
them to the table of our common Lord. 

We cannot conclude this part of our examination 
without noticing a subject of considerable impor- 
tance. Baptists who practice open communion, 
(includinj^ not only the F. Baptists; but also many 
Ualvinistic Baptist churches) have often been charge 
ed with inconsistency for not admitting unbaptized 
persona to membership in their churches. In order 
to meet this charge, it will be necessary to discuss 
the principle of denominational distinctions, and as- 
certain what gives rise to separate dpnominational 
organizations. The ground of denominational dis- 
tinclions is a difference in doctrinal views. There 
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are numerous diversities of belief on doctrinal sub- 
jects amon^ Christians, who acknowledge each oth- 
er's sincerity and piety: " How can two walk to- 
fether except they are agreed?" In order to secure 
armony in the management of the internal affairs of 
the church, it has been found necessary to have sepa- 
rate denominational organizations. Those believers 
in a town, for instance, whose views correspond on 
the most important doctrinal subjects, unite together 
and form a churqh. Others in the same town, whose 
sentiments differ from the preceding, associate and 
form another church. Churches, whose doctrinal sen- 
timents agree, in order by combination to assist each 
other, and give greater efficiency to their operations, 
associate, and thus denominations are formed. So 
long as diversity of sentiment oh doctrinal subjects 
exists, it is best that there should be a plurality of 
denominations; it will not retard bat promote Chris- 
tian union. Each denomination can manage its own 
affairs in its own way, without any clashing of in- 
terests pand they can cooperate in their labors for 
the general good. Contention and proselytism are 
to be exceedingly deprecated; but they will always 
exist to some degree so long as sin and imperfection 
remain, and would not be removed by an abolition 
of denominational distinctions. Let churches and 
denominations keep the great object of their exis- 
tence in view, viz. the salvation of souls, and gov- 
ern themselves by the charitable requirements of 
the gospel, and their differences of doctrinal views 
and consequent separate organizations would not be 
detrimental to each other, or to the cause of Christ 
in general. 

There is nothing in the method of procedure in 
the organization of churches and denominations, as 
detailed above, thftt conflicts with either the pre- 
cepts or practice of Christ and the apostles. Now 
when churches are thus formed, com]>osed of per- 
•ODB who acknowledge each other's piety, is laer« 
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kny reason why they should mutually exclude each 
other from the pale of their Christian charity ? Any 
reason why they should unchurch and unchristian- 
ize each other? For the harmonious management 
of their own internal affairs respectively, they do 
indeed choose to maintain separate organizations, 
and it is not practicable to confound them by admit- 
ting to membership in a church persons whose sen- 
timents do not agree with those of its membeis. 
This could not be done without abandoning the prin- 
ciple of a plurality of denominations altogether. 
Hence an Independent ought not to apply mr ad- 
mission into an Episcopal church, nor a Methodist 
or F. Baptist into a Calvinistic church, or a Pedo- 
foaptist to a Baptist church, in preference to one of 
their own faith and order ; and if they should it 
would be no evidence bf uncharitableness or lack of 
Christian courtesy, if their requests were denied. 
These principles are recognized and acted upon 
throughout the entire Protestant church. 

But does it hence follow, that these churches and 
denominations must refuse td unite with each other 
in the communion service? What propriety would 
there be in such a measure ? The table is the Lord's, 
not theirs; and they are invited to it, to commemo- 
rate the sufferings of Christ, not to cherish a secta- 
rian spirit. The ordinance was designed for the 
benefit of all the 'children of God; how then can a 
part of them assume the control of it, and exclude 
the rest from its participations? 

It is not inconsistent then for a church to rrfuse 
membership to one of different sentiments, and yet 
permit him to unite with them in^he communion- 
service. They deny him membership with them, on 
the ground of his difference of doctrinal views from 
theirs ; they allow him to unite with them in the 
communion service on the ground of hi8j»er»o«ai«7*- 
terest in the atonement of Christ. No injury is done 
to the individual ; for if he cannot obtain member- 
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ship in the particular church in question^ he can m 
some other with whose doctrinal sentiments his own 
accord. One of the following courses must be pur- 
sued by churches of diflferent denominations. 1 . To 
commune with each other's members. 2. To deny- 
that the communion was designed for all evangelical 
Christians^ 3. To deny that any of those with 
whom they will not commune are evangelical Chris- 
tians. Reader, decide between the only alternatives 
4»f which the subject allows. 

Wb trust that- the preceding explanations are 
sufficient to vindicate tree communionists from the 
charge of inconsistency, so often {^referred against 
them. Let us in turn inquire if the practice of close 
communionists is strictly consistent with their pro- 
fessions. They hold that baptism is an indispensable 
condition to communion, and, on this account, refuse- 
to commune with Pedobaptists. From their writ- 
ings we should suppose that to be the only obstacle 
to their conmiuning with Pedobaptists. The sub- 
stance of their, apology, if we understand it, is this :- 
" Let our Pedobaptist brethren submit to baptism,, 
and we will cheenuUy sit down with them at the ta- 
ble of the Lord ; but while they continue in disobe- 
dience to that requirement, while they will not sub- 
mit to that ordinance which we regard as prepara- 
tory to, and essential as a qualification for, admis- 
sion to the communion, we cannot admit them to the 
latter ordinance." In view of such sentiments, 
should we not suppose that they would commune 
with any church composed entirely of baptized be- 
lievers? This would be the hatural inference, but 
such is not the fact. Most of the C. Baptist church- 
es exclude the F, Baptists from their communion 
service, as. much as they do the Congregationatists, 
or any othei^ Pedobaptist denomination. Some of 
their churches, it is true, practice differently ; but 
the number is small, and their course not approved 
of by their sister churches. On what principle is 
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Ihis done? We (F. Baptists) baptize none but 
those who have been hopefully converted to Christ, 
and invariably by immersion. We are Trinitarians, 
hold that redemption ws^s purchased by the atone- 
ment of Christ, and that regeneration, which is the 
work of the Holy Spirit, is essential to the saiTation 
of every sinner ; and as far as our knowledge ex- 
tends, we are recognized as an e vaUgelicsd denomin- 
ation by. all our sister denominations, unless the C. 
Baptists are an exception. Tet a large majority of 
the C. Baptists refuse to unite with us in the eom- 
munion service. Why is this ? It cannot be on ac- 
count of baptism^ for our sentiment and practice 
agree with theirs 6n this subject. Is it because .they, 
do not fellowship us as. Christians ? We can hard- 
ly believe this, since we- are fe^lowshipped by all 
other evangelical denominations, and our C. Baptist 
brethren unite with us cordially in other religious 
services and efforts. 

* We would with Uie kindest feelings call the atten- 
tion of our C, Baptist brethren to the position they 
occupy on this subject in respect to the F. Baptists. 
All Baptists, Freewill and Calvinistic, a^ee on one 
important point of doctrine, viz. baptism; in re^ 
spect to "which they differ from other denominatioils. 
Would it not. be desirable, so far at least as this doc- 
trine is concerned, that we should mutually cooper- 
ate and strengthen each other? . But how can this 
be done while the bar of close communion is kept < 
up between us? We put the question to all our 
Baptist brethren, ought this bar to stand between 
Baptist churches? Hi there any ffood reason why 
Calvinistic and Freewill Baptists should not unite in 
the communion service tc^ether? Is it not an in- 
consistency with acknowledged principles for one of 
these denominations to exclude the other from the 
table of the Lord? And if it is right that the F. 
Baptists should be admitted to the communion ser- 
vice with their C. Baptist brethren, should not the lat- 
BS 
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ter make a public declaration to that effect, consid- 
ering their usage hitherto ? 

In order to preserve any kind of consistency, the 
Close Communion Baptists must deny that the F. 
Bap^sts are an evangelical x^eople, and that their 
churches* are gospel churches; and this they are 
obliged to do. They novr declare publicly that they 
have no fellowship with us as a sect; they unchurch 
us equally with all* other denominations; and this 
too notwithstanding our views of baptism, and the 
frieVidly relation that subsists between us and oth- 
er Christians. And whv is it that we are thus re- 
earded as a band of heretics.^ Simply and entirely 
because we practice open communion. We hold that 
we should reject none from the table of the Lord, 
who exhibit proper evidence of faith in Christ, and 
this is the ground of our offence. ^ Their present at- 
titude declares, that there are no gospel churched on 
earth, but Close Communion Baptist churches; no 
persons " in special covenant" but Close Commun- 
ion Baptists, and therefore that none should be invi- 
ted to the communion service, but persons of their 
"faith and order," — ^viz. those whose sentiments on 
a]l subjects are in exact conformity to theirs. 
Whether this is exclusiveness, and setting up a claim 
for infallibility or not, the candid will judge. 

We do not charge all C. Baptists with holding such 
sentiments respecting the F. Baptists, as those men- 
tioned above. The venerable Booth, Mr Fuller, 
and Dr Baldwin never took such a stand. They did 
hold that baptism is an indispensable prerequisite to 
communion; but never, to our knowledge, did they 
refuse the privileges of the Lord's table to a Baptist, 
solely because he united in the conjnunion service 
with his brethren in Christ of other 'denominations. 
But such is the attitude which many C. Baptists are 
disposed to. assume in the midst of all the light and 
love, .which distinguish the nineteenth century. 
Whether they will succeed in obtaining a practice in 
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accordance with suchvcxclusive and bigoted dogmas ^ 
throughout the churches of that denomination, re- 
mains to be seen; and whether the thousands of no- 
ble minded, generous hearted, and liberally disposed 
Christians, who, as we know, are to be found in 
those churches, will submit to such procedure, time 
will show. * 

The reader will excuse the partial digression 
which we have. been compelled to make, and we no w 
return to our main subject. We have examined all 
the important arguments ever urged in favor of close 
communion; and before proceeding to those on the 
other side of the question, let the candid inquirer 
decide whether the practice is authorized by the 
Scriptures. Can it be sustained, either direcuy or 
by implication, from the word of God? 



CHAPTER III. 

a 

OBJECTIONS TO CLOSE COMMUNION. 

Much that might appropriately come into this chap- 
ter has been necessarily anticipated in the previous 
parts of this discussion. To that the feaoer is re- 
ferred in connection with what remains to be sug- 
gested. The main objection in our view to the prac- 
tice of close communion, is that it is not only un- 
authorized by the Scriptures, but is repugnant to 
the principles on which the Lord's supper was in- 
stituted^ and the object for which it was designed. 
The object contemplated in the institution of this 
ordinance was, unquestionably, to preserve in the 
church, down to the latest period of time, a lively 
remembrance of the Savior's meritorious offering. 
" As oft as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, ye 
do show the Lord's death until he corae;^' But what 
is the spirit of clo^e communion ^ It would exclude 
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a large number of acknowledged Christiang from' 
the privileges and benefits of this important ordi- 
nance. It builds up a separating wall, which Christ 
and the apostles never required, but expressly for- 
bade. What right have a portion of the followers 
of Christ, and a small minority too compared with 
the ^ whole, to restrict to the limits of^their own 
churclies an ordinance so evidently intended for the 
use of all Christians.^ Such is the spirit of close 
communion; for it not only excludes all Pedobap- 
tists, but many Baptists also. It not only keeps them 
from the table of the Lord in the close communion 
churches, but denies their right to it any where. 

Who will assume to le^slate for Jesus Christ.^ 
And are not close commumonists doing so ? They 
«>flen point us to the analogy existing between cir- 
cumcision and the passover in the legal dispensa- 
tion, and baptism and communion under the ffos- 
peL They remind us, that none were admitted to 
the feast oj^ the passover except those who had been 
previously circumcised; and that it would have been 
sacrilege to have conferred the privileges of the 
passover upon the uncircumcisedl And the &r^- 
ment iS) that we are under obligation to adopt a smfi- 
ilar course in reference to the two principal ordi- 
nances of the gospel dispensation. Granted, if tbere 
is the same requirement in the two cases. Circum- 
cision was a token of the covenant which God 
made with his ancient people, and was by express 
prefiept^mside an indispensable condition to the 
enjovmentsof tjie privileges of the passover. " And 
ye shall ciri^mcise the flesh of your foreskin; and 
it shall be a token of the cojtrenant betwixt me and 
you. And the un«ircumcised man-child, whose flesh 
of his foreskin is not circumcised, that soul shall be 
cut off from his peoplfe; he hath broken my cove- 
nant." Gen. 17:11, 14. " No ^meireufneised person 
shall eat thereof,^' Ex. 13 :48. Tkus it a{)pears that 
not only the passover and all other privileges con* 
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ferrcd upon God's covenant people were expressly 
withheld from the uncircumcised, hut they were 
not permitted to live. Now let. an express precept 
of holy writ be produced showing a like inseparable 
connection between baptism and the .Lord's supper, 
and we are silent; but if it cannot be done, the pre- 
suniption must be, that no such connection exists. 
If baptism was designed to be an essential pre- 
requisite to communion, as circumcision was to the 
passover, there is no good reason why It should not 
nave been made so by express precept from Jehovah. 
Will it be pretended that man has as good a right 
to command, as God; or that because God made cir- 
cumcision a prerequisite to the passovet, therefore 
man may make baptism a prerequisite tO*commurtr 
ion ? . We would yield implicit obedience to the au«^ 
thority of God, but we cannot bow to the unau- 
thorized dictation of any man. ' 

Close commymon is unscriptural. Many passages 
might be ^upted to establisn this position, but we 
choose to confine ourselves to one which forbids 
schism among the members of Christ's body* The 
body of Christ, which is the church, is (me; and 
every true believer is a member of that body. The 
apostle ^s language on this subject is so much in 
point that we prefer to quote -the passage at length, 
and leave the reader to make his own comments. 
*^For as the body is one, and hath many members, 
and all the members of that one body, being many, 
are one body; so also is Christ. For by one Spirit 
are we all baptized into one body, wtetheV we 
be Jews or Gentiles, whether we be bond or 
free, and hav6 been all ^ made to drink into 
one Spirit. For the body is not one nlember, but 
many. If the foot shall say. Because I am not the 
hand, I am not of the bodv;- is it therefore not of 
the body ? And if th6 ear shall say. Because I am not 
the eye, I am not of the body; is it therefore not of 
the body? If the whole body were an eye, wher« 
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were the hearing? If the whole were hearing, 
where were the smelling? But now hath God set 
the members every one of them in the body as it 
hath pleased him. 'And if they were all 'one mem- 
ber where were the body? But now are they many 
members, yet but one body. And the eye cannot 
say unto the hand, I have no need of thee; nor again 
the head to the feet, I have no need of you. Nay 
much- more, those members of the body, which seem 
to be feeble, are necessary: And those members of 
the body which we think to be less honorable, upon 
these we bestow more abundant honor; and our un- 
comely parts have hiore abundant comeliness. For 
our comely parts have no need: but God hath tem-f 
pered the body together, having given more abun- 
dant honor to that part which lacked. That there 
shotUd be no schism [margin, diuision'] in the body; 
bat that the members should have the same care 
one for another. And whether one member suffer, 
all the members suffer with it; or one member be 
honored all the m,embers rejoice with it. Now te 

ARE TfllE BODY OF ChRIST, AND MEMBERS IN PARTIC- 
ULAR." 1 Cor. 12;12^-27. If Paul had been discuss- 
ing the question of close communion, he could have 
hardly employed a better argument, or chosen a 
more appropriate illustration. The general princi- 
ple laid down in the passage is precisely applicable 
to the case in hand. With the view here presented 
of the relation which all true believers sustain to 
each, other, we ask with him', " Is Christ dividi;p?" 
1 Cor. 1:18. Either our Pedobaptist brethren, are 
members of Christ's body, or they are not. If they 
are, then can they lawfully be divided from the oth- 
er members of that body? What is close convnun- 
ion but a schism, ^ division in the body of Christ? 
When an ordinance is celeferated in commemora- 
tion of the living Head, designed for the nourisli- 
ment of the whole body, shall one member say to 
the others, I have Ho need of you? Let it not be 
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Baid that we deal with harshness and severity. It is 
with doctrines and usages that we have to do here, 
and not with the individuals who support them. 
We love our close communion brethren, and would 
do them good; we wish them to see the light in 
which this practice of theirs appears as tested by 
the Bible, and hs it is viewed by the most benevo- 
lent Christians in all denominations. We are not 
their enemies because we tell them the truth. 

The sjoirit of close communion is the spirit, of Po- 
pery. Popery makes the Roman Catholic church 
the only gospel church on earth: close commun- 
ion makes the C. Baptist church the only gospel 
church on earth. Popery, condemns as heretics 
till those- who are not members of its church: 
close communion does the same. Popery makes 
its rules of doctrine and usage the infallible 
guide, to which all others must conform: close com- 
munion does the same. • Popery grants indulgences 
and special dispensations : close communion dispen- 
Bss *' favor" to others according to their " proximity 
to the truth,"* as revealed by its standard of "faitn 
and order." 

We haVfe said that close communion is illiberal 
and exclusive in its teijdency. It says, " Stand by, 
I am holier than thou." It tends to destroy the fin- 
est feelings and the best sympathies of the heart — 
those feelings and sympathies, which rejoice in view 
of the prosperity of our neighbors, and the good 
they are enabled to acconipUsn. Abstract the social 
feelings and benevolent affections from mian, and he 
becomes a mons'ter. It is the exercise of pure and 
elevated affections and sympathies in one^ and the 
want of them in the other, that constitute one of the 
most characteristic distinctions between the glorified 
in heaven, and the lost spirits in the world of wo. 
Not that we suppose close communion has exerted 

* See an srficle in relation to the F. Baptists, flrom the pen of the 
BeT. L. C. Stevens in Zion's Advocate of April 8, 1840. 
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its legitimate influence upon its supporters;, hut that 
it has exerted an influence upon them there is no 
doubt. There is not a single close conuntinionist^ 
as we verily believe^ whose views and feelings 
would not have been'more Christ-like, but for this 
practice. So far as it goes, and to the extent of its 
power, it tends to isolate the C. Baptist denomina- 
tion — ^to cut them ofl* from intercourse and cooper- 
ation with their sister denominations. There is no 
estimating how much it haa cramped the energies,. 

Suenched the sympathies, weakened the hands of 
lat denomination; and in this and other ways in- 
jured the precious cause of the Redeemer. 

That the legitimate tendency of close communion 
is to division, separation, exdusiveness, and bigotry, 
must be obvious to every unprejudiced mind. This 
fact affords a weighty objection against it, especially 
at the present day. For reasons tb^t need not be^ 
enumerated to the intelligent reader, as it is welt 
known, there was never a more urgent necessity for 
union among Christians. The world is in commo- 
tion, and the enemies of the Christian religion are 
active; but truth is achieving great victories in al- 
most every clime. The signa of the times indicate- 
that great events are at 'hand. Is the present then 
a time for Christians to be estranged from each oth- 
er? Shall they provoke the scorn of the world bv 
holding 6ach other at a distance ? Is it not high 
time, uat every obstacle to the efficient combination 
of the entire energies of the whole church of Christ 
should be removed? Certain it is, thaf those evan- 
gelical churches who practice open communion feel 9^ 
that their mutual intercourse at the table of the 
Lord has been a great blessing to them; and if those 
who maintain close commumon can assert no such 
thing of their praptice^ tiad they not better abandon 
it at once, and forever? 
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. CHAPTER IV. 

FREE COMMUNION. 

The first inquiry that will naturally arise in ap- 
proaching this division of our subject, will be, What 
is free communion? What invitation should be jex- 
tended at communion seasons ? In attending to this 
inquiry it will be proper to ascertain the true princi- 
ples which relate to this ordinance, and the rules to be 
observed in receiving persons to it. We have already 
expressed the opinion that all true believers, by virtue 
of their Chidstian character^ are entitled to the priv- 
ileges of the Lord's table. We' shall, in the first 
place, show what we understand by free communion; 
and, secondly, give our reasons for the practice. 

It is necessary in the present state of things, that 
some well defined principles should regulate the ad- 
mission of communicants to the table of the Lord. 
Nothing is more certain than that the impenitent 
world have no right to this sacrecl ordinance. To 
throw open the doors, and allow all who might be 
disposed, to come in* and partake, would be an utter 
perversion and profanation . of it; and if any. pro- 
fessed ministers of the' gospel do thus, their course 
cannot be too-s6vere{y repr^nended. If there is any. 
force in language, or any authority in the inspired 
volume, it is evident that none but those whq exhib- 
it proper evidence of Christian character should ev- 
er foe admitted to the eucharist. But how shall it 
be decided who are Christians ? Shall a cveed be 
raacle the test? Then who shall make the creed .^ 
Shall all be considered Christians, who profess to re- 
t^ive the Scriptures? But many profess to receive 
the Scriptures, wl^o are not true Christians? Shall 
all be admitted as communicants, who consider them- 
selves suitable; that is, shall each one be the judge 
of his owa quaUfications i What then could exclude 
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UAitarianB, Universalists, Mormonites, or Infidels, 
from the table of the Lord? > No ^Christian would 
consent to such sacrilege as this rule would permit. 
Shall the minister, who administers the ordmance, 
be the arbiter to decide in reference to each appli- 
cant? Xhis would be investing a fallible man witn a 
kind of Popish power, and with prerogatives, no 
where authorizea in the Bible, and-lvhiph would be 
very dangerous to the interests of pure religion. 
Free communioA does not recognize any such rule 
of procedure as those above named. 

The right course, as we believe, is for each church 
in connection with its minister or pastor, who is of 
course, in all ordinary circumstanpes, one of its num- 
ber, to have the decision of all ouestions as to who 
shall be communicants. Tihe chuph is the repre-- 
sentative of Christ on earth, it is his body, compos- 
ed of his elect saints, and through it the authority of 
Christ flows ; the church then, under Christ, and in 
conformity to his will, has the sole right of deciding 
who are reputed believers, and thereby entitled to the 
ffacramental elements. Analogy is in favor of this 
rule; for it is generally allowed to. be the right of 
bodies to decide who are th^ir members under the 
constitution that i^overns them, and who are entitled 
to any or all of their privileges. So each church, 
being an independent body under Chridt, decides 
who are its members, and who shall be received to 
its communion service. If then an applicant pre- 
sents himself for the communion in any churcn, it 
is for that church and its pastor to decide, whether 
the request shall be granted or not. It is not pre- 
tended, that this course will preclude the possibility 
of any one*s coming to the Lord's table who ought 
not to; and the same may be said of any course 
whatever that can be pursued; but we know of none 
better calculated to sustain the character, and an- 
swer to the design of the ordinance. Let each 
church exercisd proper vigilance, and then if per- 
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BdnB ,do come whom Christ has not invited, the re- 
sponsibility wUl rest upon themselves. Then, if not- 
withstanding all the cnurch can do, any partake of 
the sacred symbols unworthily, that is, from bad 
motives or in a vicious manner, they will procure to 
themselves condemnation, but the church will b« 
clear. 

The general church then as a wh6le, and each in- 
dividual church for itself, has the right to decide who 
are communicants. Still this right cannot be exer- 
cised arbitrarily : it is derived entirely from Christ, 
and must be used in accordance with his will. . Ha 
has already extended the privileges of the ordinance 
to all his followers and to them. alone; and no one 
can set aside his authority. All we have to do in 
the case, is [to ascertain who are true believers, and 
then admit them to the ordinance as such, and no 
others. We have no right to receive any whom 
Christ has not invited, or to erect a standard which 
shall e:iclude any whom he has received. 

It is the dyty of all persons, on obtaining a hope 
in Christ, to become connected with some visible 
church; if they refuse or neglect to do so, they live 
in disobedience, and one living in known disobedi- 
ence cannot be recognized as a Christian. These 
principles being acknowledged by all evangelical 
denominations, we obtain the general ruLe, subject 
to the exceptions to be mentioned, that all members, 
in regular standing, of evangelical churches, are to 
be regarded as true believers, and no others. Such 
membership affords prima fcude evidence of Chris- 
tian character, and entitles the one holding it to the 
communion in any other evangelical church. The 
churches of all evangelical denominations, arfe al- 
lowed by all to be composed of real Christians; 
therefore membership in any. of them entitles the in- 
dividual to be regarded as a true believer, in the ab- 
sence of evidence to the contrary; and the want of 
0ach membership, in the absence (>f a sufficient rea« 
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0011 for the want, of which the churches are the 
proper judges each for itself respectively, must pre- 
vent any one from being entitled to the peculiar 
privileges of true Christians. The gener.al rule 
then to be observed, in accordance with these prin- 
ciples, is to invite to the communion all who are in 
regular standing in any evangelical church. 

Such is the principle generally observed, and such 
the invitation given at communion seasons. Still, 
few would bo disposed to maintain, that there may 
not be exceptions to it — cases in which it would be 
proper to admit an individual to the communion 
who does not come within the rule. Suppose a per- 
son gives undoubted evidence of conversion tc> 
Christ on a death-bed, and feels an ardent desire 
and sense of duty to receive the sacrament before 
his death; would it be wrong to grant his req^uest I 
We think not. 

Again, suppose an individual of irreproachable* 
Christian cljaracter, because he raises his voiee in 
behalf of the oppressed, or on any other account,, 
has been unjustly suspended from the church to 
which he t)elonged, and claims the privilege of com- 
muning in another church, whose .members are sat- 
isfied of his piety; ought they to reject bis applica- 
tion? It might take 'considerable time to formally 
establish his right to church membership, and dur- 
ing this period he is unwilling to be excluded from 
the Lord's table. We know of no scripture precept 
or precedent, that would authorize the denial of his 
request under such circumstances.^ 

Other cases may occur, upon which churches 
must exercise their discretion, directed by that Spir- 
it who guideth into all the truth; but the above 
named examples are suiUcient to show that no defi- 
nite rule can be adopted which must not allow of 
some exceptions, though they will be so few and of 
so rare occurrence, that it is not worthwhile to make 
much account of them. The general rule should 
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be adhered to, unless there is the most conclusive and 
satisfactory reason for a deviation from it. The 
will of Christ must be regarded as paramount to all 
other considerations, and its dictates obeyed, so far 
as they can be ascertained. Instances may be pre- 
sented, in which it will be somewhat difficult to de- 
termine the course of duty; (and we shall always 
have difficulties to surmount, while in this imperfect 
state;) but let members of the churches live as holy 
and devoted as 4t is their privilege and duty to do, 
and their way will be made plain before them. 
The ground of invitation to the communion here 
given, viz. to extend the invitation to all who are in 
regular standing in any evangelical church, with the 
accompanying explqjiations, is a liberal (me; it se- 
eures the ordinance to all the disciples of Christ, ef- 
fectually guards it against profanation, and is adap- 
ted to every conceivable emergency. 

Before proceeding to. the direct argument in favor 
of free communion, we will notice one or two ob- 
jections. It has been said that free communion 
countenances error by admitting to the Lord's ajip- 
per those who regard sprinkling as baptism. It 
may be remarked in reply, that w^ consider bap- 
tism and comniiunion as utterly distinct ordinances, 
having no connection with each other; and we re- 
ceive communicants to the latter not on the ground ^ 
that they are baptized, but that they are Christians. ' 
Is it supposed.that by refusing to commune with our 
Pedobaptist brethren, we shall convince theniof their 
error? Such an idea does not argue a deep knowl- 
edge of the heart. It is not intolerance, exclusive- 
ness, and hatred, but kindness, forbearance, and 
love, that win men from error, and lead them to 
embrace the truth. 

It has also been asserted that analogy is opposed to 
free communion — that there are as strong reasons 
for receiving impenitent persons to baptism, as un- 
baptized persons to the communion.. In this essay 
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we.flhow why we believe that our Methodist, Coh* 
greigafional, and Presbyterian brethren, should be ad- 
mitted to the Lord's tables and the reader will de- 
cide whether bur practice in accordance with this^ 
belief is scriptural or not. Now if any are disposed 
to contend that there are the same- grounds for be- 
lieving that the impenitent are qualified for baptism, 
thev can take their course. We must think dififer- | 

entiy. In our opinion the Scriptures afford no war- 
rant for anv impenitent person to be baptized or ad- 
mitted to the church; and if others believe they do,, 
we cannot help it. 

.It only remains for us to present a few reasons 
for the practice offVee communion. Many of them 
have been necessarily developed in the foregoing 
chapters, and therefore will not be alluded to here.. 
Others will be examined more closely, and some ad- 
ditional oneff given. We proceed then to remark 
that 

Free eomtnunion is scriptural. Christ designed 
the ordinance for the benefit of all his followers.. 
At the time of instituting it he said, " Drink ye aW 
•f it." Matt. 26:.27. That this command was not j 

restricted to the disciples then present, but applied 
to ' all who should succeed them, is evident irom I 
Cor. 11:26. ''For as often as ye eat thid bread,, 
and drink this cup, ye do show the Lord's death 
iitt he come.^' Again the ordinance was designed 
for all who are in the fold of Christ — all the mem- j 

bers of his general ehwchy and not of any visible^ i 

local one exclusively.. Now Christ has expressly 
taught us that all wlio are in him are in his fold, the 
general church. " Then &aid Jesus uHto them again, 
" Verily, verily, I sav unto you, I am the door <y the 
^heep, ... I am the door : by me if any man en- 
ter m, he shall be aanedy snd shall go in and out, 
and find pasture.^* John 10:7, 9. 

"The advocates of close conununion (says an able, 
writer,) are willing to admit, that many Pedobaptist* 



l^REKCOMMUiriOir^ 41 

are retd Christiana, But if they are real Christiaiu,. 
they are in the number of. 6od'9 children^ and have 
a ri^ht tosit at their Father's table. If they are real 
Christians, they have smritvud communion with. 
Christ and hk people, and ought to be permitted to 
have visible communion. God communes with them^ 
if they are real Christians; and why should any of 
the professing, people of God be more strict in their 
communion,, than he is? If Pedobaptists are real 
Christians, they are among those who feed upon 
Christ by faith',, and why are they not permitted to 
feed upon the appointed etnhlema of his body and 
blood? They are partakers reaUy and apiritually; 
and why should tjiey not be sacr^unentally?. If Pe- 
dobaptists are real Christians, they are heirs of heav- 
en, and will Portly be received to heaven; and why 
should it be made more difficult to obtain a seat at 
certain sacramentar tables on earth, than to procure 
admission to the marriage sapper of the Lamb above ?- 
Heaven is certainly the great object and end of the 
Christian's pilgrimage, and earthly ordinances are 
but the means of obtaining it; and why should it be 
made more difficult to secure the means than the end ^ 
Why should* the Liord's table be barred affainst the 
approach of those,, to whom the gate of heaven is 
open?."* 

The principle maintained, in the apostles' doctrine 
authorises fi^e conununion. Peter once supposed 
the blessings of the gospel to be confined to one peo- 
ple, but a voice from heaven declared to him, " Jrhat 
God hath elearued that caU not thou eommon.^^ Acts 
TO: 15.. Afterwards the apostle boldly proclaimed : 
^Of a truth. I perceive that God is no respecter of 
persons: but in every nation he that feareth him, 
and worketh righteousness,, is accepted with Atm.." 
Vs. 84, 85. If then persons have oeen cleansed of 
Godf and are accepted of him, shall we regard them 
as too " conunon" to be admitted to the sacrament- 

*Aai«ric«a Doctrinal Tract, No. 37, p. 6». . 



48 FBEfi COMMITNION. 

«I table? Says Paul, "Wherefore receive yi one 
another, as Christ also, received us, to th^ glory of 
€rod." Rom. 15: 7. See also Rom. 12: 12— 27, al- 
ready quoted. 

The Scripture requirements of forbearance are fa- 
vorable to free communion, as they exhibit both the 
doctrine and practice of the apostles in circuknstances 
analogous to the one under consideration. The apos- 
tle Paul treats this subject at large in the fourteenth 
and fifteenth chapters of Romans. On this passage 
we cannot refrain from giving the comments of that 
dear, forcible writer, and devoted Christian, Robert 
Hall. " How refreshing is it to turn from those rig- 
id and repulsive princiriles, (of close communion,) 
to the contemplation of the generous maxims of the 
New Testament ! * Him that is weak in the faith,' 
says Pftul, Rom. 14: 1, 'receive ye, but not to doubt- 
ful disputations;' and after illustrating his meaning, 
by adducing examples of various diversities of sen- 
timent amongst his converts, he proceeds to inculcate 
the most perfect mutual toleration. It is observable, 
that the oifFerences of opinion which he specifies re- 
lated to the obligation of certain positive institutes, 
to which, though abrogated by the new dispensation, 
a part of the church adhered, while its more enlight- 
ened members understood, and embraced the liberty 
with which Christ had made them free. * We that 
are strong ought to bear the infirmities of the v^eak, 
and not to please ourselves.' A moment's attention 
to the connexion will convince the reader, that the 
term vfcak, in both passages, denotes persons whose 
conceptions are erroneous; for the inspired writer !s 
not adverting to the dififerent degrees of conviction 
with which the same truths are embraced, but to a 
palpable difference of judgment. Thus far, the case 
nere decided is precisely similar to that under pres- 
ent discussion: Our difierence from the Pedobaptists 
turns on the nature and obligation of a positive in- 
stitute. The error of which St. Paul enjoined the 
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toleration, consisted in adhering to certain ceremo- 
nies which had been abrogated; the error with which 
we are concerned, consists in mistaking a ceremony 
which is still in force. Neither of the ancient, nor 
of the m9dern error, is it pretended that they are 
fundamental, or that they endanger the salvation of 
those who hold them. Thus far they stand on the 
same footing, and the presumption is that they ought 
to be treated in the saipe manner. Before we come 
to this conclusion, however, it behooves us to exam- 
ine the principle on which the a{)ostle enjoins tolera- 
tion, and if this is applicable in its full exjent to the 
case of our Pedobaptist brethren, no room is left for 
doubt. The principle plainly is, that the error in 
question was not or such ma^itude as to preclude 
him who maintained it from the favor s^^ God. « Let 
not him who eateth despise him whoeateth not; and 
let not him who eateth not, judge him who eateth; 
for God hath received him. Who art thou, that judg- 
est another man's servant? To his own master he 
standeth or falleth. Yea, he shall be holden up; for 
God it? able to make him stand.' In the same man- 
ner, in the nex't chapter of the same epistle, after 
reminding the strong that Jt is their duty to bear the 
infirmities of the weak, he adds, * Wherefore receive 
ye one another, as Christ also hath received us, to 
the glory of the Father.' If such is the reason as- 
signed for mutual toleration, and it is acknowledged 
to t>e a sufficient one, which none can deny without 
impeaching the inspiration of the writer, it is as con- 
clusive respecting .the obligation pf tolerating every 
error whicn is consistent with a state of salvation, a? 
if that error had been mentioned by name; and as 
few, if any, are to be met with who doubt the piety 
of many Pedobaptists, it not only justifies the recep- 
tion, but renders it an indispensable duty. Nothing. 
can be more futile than the attempt to turn aside the 
edge of this reasoning, bv remarkmg that there is no 
mention of baptisn^, ana that this is not the subject 
C 
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of which St. Paul is treating, as though theBible 
contained no general principles, no maxims of. uni- 
versal application, but that precisle directions must 
be found for every possible emergency that in the 
lapse of ages may occur. Were it constructed on 
this plan, the Bible must be infinitely more volumin- 
ous than the statutes at large. It is composed on one 
widely different: it gives ffeneral rules of action^ 
broad principles, leaving, them to be applied under 
the guidance of Sound discretion; and wherever it 
has decided a doubtful question, accompanied with 
an express statement of the principle on which the 
decision is founded, such explanation has all the force 
of an apostolic canon, by which we are bound to reg- 
ulate iDur conduct in all the variety of cases to which 
it applies. Hence we have only one alternative, ei- 
ther to deny that those who differ from us on the sub- 
ject of baptism are accepted of God, or to receive 
them into fellowship, (i. e. into the communion ser- 
vice,) on exactly the same ground, and on the tame 
principte, that Paul enjoined the toleration of sincere 
Christians." 

Free communion is consistent with the practice of 
the church in the ages succeeding the apostles. Pass- 
ing over other evidences, it may be sufficient to ad- 
duce one instance. In the primitive churches the 
question was agita^d whether the baptisms admin- 
istered by heretics was valid; but although the dis- 
pute elicited much feeling on both sides, it V/as not 
permitted to interrupt the fellowship of the church. 
Says one in lyritinf to Cyprian at that time : " M^- 
ny things vary according to the diversity of pjace and 
people; but nevertheless, these variations have at no 
time infringed the peace and unity of the church,^** 

It is also consistent with the practice of the Bap- 
tists prior to the reformation. Says a distinguished 
Baptist historian: '< Before the rise of Luther and 
Calvin, there lay concealed in almost all the cOuik 

* Murdock*! Moflheim, Vol. 1, p. 226. 
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tries of Europe, particularly in Bohemia, Moravia, 
Switzerland, and Germany, many persons, who ad- 
hered tenaciously to the doctrine which the Wal- 
denses, .Wickliffites, and Hussites, had maintained. 
These concealed Christians, we have good reasons 
for believing, were mostly Baptists."* 

Mr Crosby, another Baptist writer, informs us that 
prior to 1633 the Baptists in England ''had been 
intermixed with dther Protestant Vissenters with- 
out DisTiircTiON, and shared with the Puritans in 
the persecutions of those times. "f In view of these 
facts, it cannot be doubted, that those devoted and 
oppressed Christians practiced free communion. 
Close communion, then, although it has always ex- 
isted with all its spirit of bigotry and exclusiveness 
in the papal hierarchy — ^in the protestant church is 
a modem invention. 

" It is a remarkable fact," says a writer already 
quoted, '' That missionaries who have left their na- 
tive country in the belief of their principles of close 
communion, have not unfrequently renounced them, 
after laboring for a time among the heathen. This 
was the case with Mr Hough, of the American Bap- 
tist mission in Burmah. It was the case with 
the celebrated William Ward, so long a mis- 
sionary in Bengal. It was the case, too, with 
the excellent Mr Chater^ of the Baptist mission in 
Ceylon."t If there is any one who is qtialified to 
feel and act correctly on such a subject as this, it is 
the self-denying, consecrated missionary to the hea- 
Ifaen. Let the same spirit of entire consecration and 
cnsinterested love, which possesses the faithful 
missionary, pervade the whole church, and close 
communion wo:uld not survive a single da^. 

The influence of free conununion is highly sal- 
utary. Like the Bible, it recognizes but two char* 

* Benedict's History of the Baptists, Vol. 1, p. 138. 

t lb. p. 197. 

t Tract 97, pp. 8, 9. 
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acters among mankind, the righteous and the wick-* 
ed; It places all true Christians ontthe same broad, 
elevatea platform. Its tendency is to make them 
feel, that whatever may be their diversity of condi- 
tion, circumstance, and opinion, resulting from the 
present imperfect 8tate,-^that, although they now 
know but in part, see through a glass darkly, and 
therefore have different perceptions — ^yet they are 
all ONE in Christ Jesus, have all a conmion interest, 
and are all bound to the same eternal rest. Its ten- 
dency is to promote love and fellowships to destroy 
contention, detraction, and proselytism, and to di- 
minish the differences which unhappily exist among 
Christians. There will be free communion in the 
Millenium, there will be free communion in 
heaven. May God hasten the time when it shall ex- 
ist throughout the entire household of faith on 
earth. 
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INTROI>UCTORY REMARKS. 

To escape a bigoted intolerance on the one hand, 
and an unhallow^ed liberality on the other, is an ac- 
complishment which may be ranked among the no- 
blest attainments of the disciples of Truth. To avoid 
these fatal rocks, oh one and the other of which, the 
)>eace and purity and interests of the Christian church 
have been often and extensively wrecked, can be ef- 
fected no otherwise than by implicit adherence to 
Divine instruction. When the winds and tides of 
human passion are allowed to determine the course, 
the vessel is certain to dash. It is only by a faithful 
consultation of the Scripture chart, and observance 
of the pointings of the needle true to the eternal 
Throne, and hy heed td the beacons set up by Prov- 
idence, and candid. soundings with the Ime of true 
experience, that the safe channel will be pursued anti 
that Zion.'3 ship can sail prosperously onward for 
the port of her destination. 

As a branch of Christ's church, our connection in- 
vite, to partake with them at the Lord's table, per- 
sons of all evangelical ehurches; any, who truly be- 
lieve on the Lord Jesus, wishing to participate with 
us; and we avail ourselves, as opportunity and oc- 
casion offers, to participate with such other evangel- 
ical churches, as reciprocate ^r usa^e in this respect. 
Some of ojmtSftistian brethren, those of one de- 
nominatton^^Rard us to be herein inconsistent with 
ourselves as mptists, inasmuch as our free com- 
munion involves eonmiunion with persons who are 
unbaptized, according to the doctrine of baptism a» 
h^ld by Baptists. Some appear to be undecided in 
sentiment, in either free communion, that is, com- 
munion with all' OF any who possess true Christian 
C2 
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character, or in restricted coranmnion, that is, com- 
munion restricted to such as jiave been baptized, ac- 
cording to the mode practiced by Baptists. Others 
there are, and some members of our own connection, 
who, though satisfied of the propriety of our usage, 
experience some difficulty in objections brought 
against it. Under these circumstances, it becomes 
us to search our ways in the light of revealed truth, 
to try our practice by the Scripture plummet, and to 
give a reason for our faith. This we hope to do, in 
the love of the Truth and of Him who is its Author; 
in the love of all his disciples, and with Christian 
regard for the world of mankind. We will, first, 
consider obje.ctions alledged against our practice of 
communion restricted only to such as we regard as 
true disciples, by our brethren who restrict commun- 
ion to the members of their, own peculiar denom- 
ination, or to such as they regard as having been 
properly baptized, that is, by immersion on profes- 
sion of their faith in Christ; secondly, the nature 
and design of the institution of the Lord's supper, 
with the Scriptural qualifications for its communion; 
and, thirdly, apply some practical tests. 



CHAPTER I. 

OBJECTIONS AGAINST COMMUNION RESTRICTED TO 
TRUE BELfEVERS ONLT, CONSIDERED. 

Before coming to the objectltMttii^ged against 
our practice of communing with afl^Hnom we re- 
gar<} as true believers, we will notid^the specific 
disqualifications for communion which are declared 

ttne scriptures. As for a general disqualification, 
Paul represents it to consist in ^' not discemftig 
Lord's body" in the symbolicpl elements, in olh- 
eV wordsy not possessing true faith in Christ. In re« 
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latfon to specific disqualifications he says, " if any 
man that is called a brother, be a fornicator, or cove- 
tous, or an idolater, or a railer, or a drunkard, or 
an extortioner — ^with such an one,. no not to eat." 
If the apostle had added, ' or unbaptized,' \^e must, 
as Baptists, have been close communionists — must 
have restricted our communion to such as have been 
baptized under the circumstances and in the manner 
which we regard as scriptural. But notwithstanding 
the apostle's omission of this among his specifica- 
tion of disqualifications, some, in later times, though 
notclaiming to themselves peculiar inspiration, have 
added this, that a person nas not been baptized, on 
his own personal profession, by immersion in water. 
This, they regard, not as an absolute sin-, but as an 
omission of duty, or a failure in apprehending duty, 
regarding many who malce this omission, or come 
thus far short of apprehending all duty, as being 
nevertheless true believers in Christ, justified from 
their sins by faith, sanctified by the Divine word and 
spirit, and destined, 'with themselves, for the eternal 
mansion, the endless feast of Redeeming grace, which 
Christ has provided and gone to prepare for all his 
followers. Against communion restricted to true 
believers only, it is objected, 

That baptism is a prerequisite for communion. 

Let us proceed to the inquiry. Is formal Christian 
baptism an absolute prerequisite for communion at 
the Lord's tal^i^ In support of the affirmative of 
this question, no positive Scripture precept can be 
adduced. There is nothing in the Divine record ex- 
plicitly declaring baptism a prerequisite to commun- 
ion. But there is an explicit^ Scripture precept 
authorizing all true believers in Christ, to partake 
the elements which symbolize his body and blood; and 
many of these are such as have not Been formially 
baptized l]y Christian inunersion; many of them live 
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and die devoted, faithful Christians, and could u(ft, 
with what understanding they have, of the ordinance, 
submit to inunersion. as baptism, or ;as what they 
would consider, under their views of the ordinance, 
re-baptism, without violating their conscience or 
sense of Christian propriety.^ And yet they are, as 
is readily acknowledged by our .brethren who advo- 
o,ate restricted communion, real Christians, true dis- 
ciples, and heirs of heaven. As* such, they are ex- 
I>ressly authorized by the revealed will of our Lord, 
to commemorate their Lord's love, and confess him 
before the world in observance of the supper. 
They feel it their privilege and duty to do so; they 
go forward in the ordinance with a good conscience; 
they could not, with a good conscience, refrain from 
the ordinance; and they feel that God accepts and 
blesses them in iL It is sealed to them, by the Holy 
Spirit, as a profitable means of grc^ce. And who 
will say that they sin in this, because they have not 
previously been baptized in water? Who would 
dar« to forbid them? Who theil shall forbid us to 
unite with them in a right thing. — ^in an ordinance 
so peculiarly calculated to cement the hearts of dis- 
ciples, though of different denominations, and gath- 
er them in one united and efficient host, in concerted 
action under one banner? Who would dare forbid 
us in this union? 

But although it is allowed that there is no express 
prohibition of the supper, to those who are not bap- 
tized, yet is it urged, that the practice of Christ -and 
the apestleS) was softh as to show->li^^baptism must 
preceae the supper, and further, tha^cne nature and 
design of the two ordinances are suc^ as reader it 
indispensable thst baptism precede the communion. 

Does the mere Hrcumstanee, that Christ and the 
apostles were baptized by John^s baptism before 
they partook of the supper,- prove that Chris- 
tians must necessarily desist from communion until 
after Christian baptism? Then the mere eircum- 
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$tanc€, that their oircumclsion and partaking the 
passover preceded the institution and participation 
of the supper, proves that -circumcision and the 
feast of the passover must precede * communion 
in the case of Christians. The* circumstance of 
mere precedence in the order of observance, is evi- 
dence as strong in one case as the other. But it 
may be suggested that circumcision and the pass- 
over were institutions that were to be done away, 
to come to an end, by the full introduction of the 
Christian dispensation, and that therefore the observ- 
ance of these by Christ and the apostles, anterior to 
the communion, affords no precedence for the Chris- 
tian church. Well, if the Christian \lispensation wa» 
not fully introduced, if the Christian church was not 
actually instituted, until after our Lord and his disci- 
ples last partook of the feast of the passover, how 
can it appear that John's baptism, unto which Jesus 
and his disciples had been baptized, belonged to the 
Christian dispensation, that it was an institution of 
the Christian church? If the ministry of John was 
the institution of the Christian church, and if the 
baptism of Christ and. his disciples by John, was their 
induction into that church, what had they to do with 
the rituals of the Jewish church, which were to be 
superseded by the Christian dispensation? And yet 
Christ, in his ministry, taught the people to perform 
vfhat was taught by those that ^s^t in Mokes* seat.* 
" Then, [a few days before his crucifixion,^ spake Je- 
sus to"* the multitude and to his disciples, saying, the 
Scribes and the Pharisees sit in Moses' seat; all 
therefore, whatsoever they bid you observe, that ob- 
serve and do." This, with the concurrinff practice 
of Christ, shows that the dispensation of the law of 
ritual observances had not become changed, that the 
Mosaic dispensation had not yet become superseded 
by the actual establishment of the Christian. How» 
then, Aoe^ it appear that John's baptism belonged to 
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the Christian dispensation, or was an ordinance of 
the Christian churchy or that it was not one of those 
things that were tpbe shaken and '^ removed," ''that 
those things which cannot be shaken might remain ?" 
Bat is it proposed, that the bap):ism of John was the 
commencement of the Christian chnrch, the first in- 
stituted ordinance of the iDhristian church, which 
church was to be perfected in all its ordinances, as 
they should, one afler another, be introduced, suc- 
ceeding in gradation the successively exploded rites 
of the Mosaic economy? We reply, that not only 
was John's baptism contemporaneous with the yet 
existing forms (and which Jesus taught his disciples 
and the multitudes to perform) of the Jewish church, 
but, on examination, it is found to be not that bap^ 
tism which Christ instituted, after the institution of 
the supper, for his church in %ts perfected orf^aniza- 
tion. 'Mobil's baptism, literally^performed in the 
Christian church at this day, by apy of her adminis- 
trators, would not be received as that baptism which 
Christ instituted for his church, after the institution 
of the supper. What was John's mission 'and bap- 
tism? 'By the angel Gabriel it was 'foretold of John, 
that he should be great in the sight of the Lord; that 
he should turn many of the children qf Israel to the 
Lord their God; that he should go before the Lord 
in the spirit and power of Ellas, to turn the hearts 
of the fathers to the children, and the disobedient to 
the wisdom of the just; to make ready a people pre- 
pared for the Lord. "And thou, child," prophesied 
Zacharias, " shall .be called the prophet of the High- 
est, for thou shalt go before the face of the Lord, to 
prepare his ways." Isaiah prophecited, to similar 
import: "The voice of him that crieth in the wil- 
derness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord, make 
straight in the desert a highway for our God." In .- 
the opening of his ministry John applied this prophe- 
cy to himself and his mission. " In those days came 
John the Baptist preaching in the wilderness of Ju- 
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dea, and saying, Repent ye, for the kingdom of keav- 
en is at hand. For fhis is he that was spoken of by 
Esaias the prophet*, saying. The voipe of one crying 
in the wilderness, Prepare ye the way of the Lord, 
make his paths 'straight." Herein it is shoWn,. th»t 
John's mission and ministry was preparatory. A 
preparation for an event is not the event itself. Pre- 
paring the way for a change of dispensations is not 
that change itself. Preparation for the introduction 
and establishment of the institution of the Christian 
church, was not the uctital introduction and establish- 
ment of that institution. Then how was the baptism 
ministered by John, an ordinance of the Christian 
church, while his ministry was only preparatory to 
the institution of that church and its ordinances ? Is 
it rejoined here, that a part of John's mission was 
preaching repentance, and that the preaching of re- 
pentance is a part of the ministration of the Christian 
church, and that therefore baptism, another part of his 
ministry, may be also an ordinance of the Christain 
church ? Answer; repentance is a doctrine common 
to God's ministry from the fall of Adam to the end of 
time. The preaching it, is the same thing in every 
age. It was common to the ininistry of Noah, Moses, 
John Baptist, and St. Paul. But the building of the 
Ark was peculiar to Noah's time. The erection of 
the Tabernacle was peculiar to Moses' ministry. 
The' baptism of repentance simply, was peculiar to 
John's mission and the course preparatory to the in- 
stitution of the ordinances of the Christian church. 
And with the ministration of the Lord's supper, as 

Sracticed by St. Paul, Noah, nor Moses, nor John 
laptist, had aught to do. Thus, although preaching 
repentance is common to all ages, there are ordinan- 
ces not common to all, but peculiar to certain spe- 
cific times or dispensations. 

And now we are prepared to examine the baptism 
of John, by itself, to see, in the light of revelation, 
what it was; what was its nature and design, with a 
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view to ascertain whether it was an in^itution or or- 
dinance peculiar to the ministnr on which he came. 
Descriptive of the nature and design of the baptism 
whicb he administered, John declared : I indeed bap- 
lise you with water unto repentance; but he that 
Cometh after me is mightier than I, whose shoes I 
am not worthy to bear: he shall baptize you with the 
Holy Ghost and with fire." As far as this formal 
annunciation o^ his baptism by John himself, is ex- 
pressive of its nature, it shows that the rite of bap- 
tism ministered by him, had respect to repentance of 
Nins. And it is written that, there went out ta him 
Jerusalem and all Judea, and all the region round 
about Jordan, and were baptized of lum in Jordan, 
confessing their sins. And St. Mark says, ^' John did 
baptize in the wilderness and preach the bapo-jsm 
OF REPENTANCE for tha remission of sins." Luke 
also describes it as the " baptism x>f repentance for 
the remission of sinsi" and follows this description 
with a quotation of Josiah's prophecy which declares 
the nature and design of John's ministry to, be pre- 
paratory. These Scriptures, la which inspiration 
avowedly describes the natare and design of John's 
baptism, show that it had respect only to repentance, 
and remission of sins by repentance^ or if in addition 
to this it alluded to a Savior, it was an allusion to 
one ^*yet to cortie." This baptism made no allusion 
to the Holy Ghost, and was not administered in the 
name of tb6 Holy Trinity in Unity , by annunciatio)i 
of the distijict persons of the Godhead* This is ren- 
dered certain by the record in Acts xix. <*And it 
came to pass that while Apollos was at. Corinth, Paul 
having passed through the upper coadt^, came to 
Ephesus; and finding certain discHbleSy^ he said unto 
them, Have ye received the Holy Ghost since ye be- 
lieved? And they said uoto him, We have not so 
much as heard whether there be ant Holt 
Ghost. And he said unto them, Unto- what then 
were ye baptized?. And they said, Unto John^^ 



OBJECTIONS COirglDEEKD. 65 

BAPTISM, Then said Paul, John verily baptized with 
the BAPTISM OF REPENTANCE, Saying mito the peo- 
ple that they should believe on him which shpuld 
come after mm, that is, on Christ Jesus. When they 
heard this they were baptized in the name of th9 
Lord Jesus." In quoting this Scripture, we have 
not only arrived at the sure testimony that the bap- 
tism of John was a baptism peculiar to John's time, 
but that it was essentially distinct and difTerent, at 
least In, the extent of its signification, from the bap- 
tism of the Christian church; and that the apostles 
practiced accordingly. Persons that had received 
John's baptism, were, under the fully established 
Christian dispensation, baptized with the peculiar 
baptism of this dispensation, the same as if fiiey had 
not previously been baptized at aU. . Who doubts 
this toliave been the customary practice of the apos- 
tolic church.^ Who can suppose that on the profes- 
sion of faith, by converts in the apostle's time, it 
was made a question whether they had been baptiz- 
ed by Jphn's baptism^ and that their reception or 
non-reception of baptism subseauent to their faith in 
a crucified and risen Savior, anq the Holy Ghost giv- 
en, was made to depend on their having been, or 
havine not t^een, baptized unto John's baptism? It 
is saia that ''there went out to John, Jerusalem, and 
all Judea^ and all the region round about Jordafi» 
and werlB baptized of him in Jordan." And the dis- 
ciples of Christ, after the commencement of his per- 
sonal ministry, baptized, while John was enga^d in 
his ministry; and doubtless with the same bMitism as 
that ministered by John, as being engaged in the 
same preparatory dispensation-r*and there is reason 
to bebeve that Christ or his disciples, baptized none 
after John hims^f ceased baptizing, befo|re Christ's 
resurrection. But who can suppose that among the 
thousands converted at Jerusalem, there were none 
that were baptized in the time of John's ministry? 
And yet, "they that gladly received the word wero 



66 OBJECTIOirS COVSIDERBD. 

baptized." Again, the commission of the apostles, 
afler the resurrection, enjoined the baptism of every 
one that should believe^ a baptism to he administered 
after they should believe; and a baptism to be ad- 
ministered in the name of a crucified, risen Savior, 
of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost — a baptism un- 
known in John's time-: And could it be that none of 
those multitudes baptized in th^ preparatory dispen- 
sation, when John and the disciples baptized, were 
to be believers in a crucified and risen Savior, and 
consequently to be, according to Christ's command, 
baptized in the, name of the Father, and of the Son, 
andof the Holy Ghost? Incredible. But the apos- 
tolic practice, as recorded in the foregoing quotation, 
in which it is shown that St. Paul baptized, by Chris- 
tian baptism, or the baptism instituted for the Chiris- 
tian church, persons whom he knew to have been 
baptized with John'&r baptism^ settles the question 
beyond all doubt. 

Let us now for a moment examine the nature, and 
design, and institution of that baptism practiced in 
'the Christian church, after the ascension of Christ. 
And first, notice the recognitions in the ordinance 
as instituted by Christ for his church. It is a bap- 
tism in the name of the Father, the Son, hod the 
Holy Ghost; and, as such, recognizes the believer's 
relation to all the persons of the Trinity,- and of each 
respectively. It recognizes God as the Father of 
his spirit, and may signify repentance towards him 
in the renunciation of sin, to live henceforth in new- 
ness of life. It recognizes God as his Savior, man- 
ifest in the flesh, in the person of the Lord Jesus, 
whom he receives as his Master, his instructor, his 
atoning sacrifice, hb resurrection, his life, and whose 
spirit and character he puts on : It recognizes the Ho- 
hr Ghost, in its convincing, regenerating, and sancti- 
^ing offices. While Christian baptism, as practiced 
in the church after Christ's ascension, makes these 
recognitions, John's baptism, as we have seen, rec- 
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ognizes, simply the relation of its subject to .God, a's 
a sinner aj^ainst him, needing and seeking remission 
of sins, with, at most a shadowing forth of A Sa- 
vior, "yet to come." It is the baptism of repen- 
tance. Such is the difference in the impQit or recog- 
nitions of these baptisms. 

Notice now the time at which these different bap- 
tisms were instituted. John was sent of God to 
baptize before he had yet seen Jesus, and before 
Christ had made his public appearance or entered 
upon his ministry. The object of Jesus' ministry 
was " to prepare the way of the Lord;" introducto- 
ry to the institution of the Christian church. It was 
before the Mosaic dispensation was ended. That 
baptism whioh was instituted for the Christian 
church, to be practiced as extensively as believers 
should occur, and to be perpetuated as loyg as theire 
shall be those that receive the gospel in saving faith, 
was instituted by the Lord Jesus afler his institu- 
tion of the supper, after his resurrection; just as he 
was about to ascend to his glory; jhe institution to 
be eari-ied into actual effect not until the peculiar 
gift of the Holy Ghost, as it took place on the day 
of Pentecos^, when Christian baptism was first prac- 
ticed, — ^according to the institution previously given 
in these words o? our Lordi " Go therefore, teach 
afl nations, baptizing them in the name of the Fa- 
ther, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost." 

After, an examination of the nature, import, and 
time of institution of the baptism of John, and that 
in the Christian Church on and after the day of 
Pentecost, it appears not strange that St. Paul bap- 
tized by Christian baptism, tl^ose who became be- 
lievers, but who had been baptized only unto John's 
baptism. The institutions are distinct : And as the 
ordinance of baptism for Christ's church was insti- 
tuted after the institution of the supper, the objec- 
tion against fifee commuoioD, from priority of the insti- 
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tutioB of baptism, goes with the erroneoosness of 
the premises on which it is raised. 

Again, it is objected that, the relation of the two 
ordinances to each other, growing out of the nature 
and design of each of them respectively, is such as 
to requi^Q t)iat baptism should precede the commun- 
ion. Consider the impor( of each one of them. 
The Lord's supper: in partaking it, the understand- 
ing communicant recognizes the Lord Jesus as come 
into this world to teach us how to escape from sin 
to righteousuess, from this present evil world to heav* 
en; as giving his flesh for the life of the world even 
by the Cross, and shedding his blood to atone for 
our sins, as the only effectual means for their remis- 
sion; thus ' acknowledging Christ as his wisdom, 
righteousness, sanctification and redemption. Bap- 
tism: the jinderstanding subject of this ordinance, 
receives it as an outwuxl expression of an inward 
change; renunciation of the world for Christ; and 
of dying to fiin, with Christ who died for our sins, 
rising to newnes^ of life in righteousness in him, 
and as emblematical of the believer's resurrection 
from the grave, in Christ, unto immortal life. And 
now, has any one a spirit of wisdom to understand 
from the import of these ordinances, respectively, 
that baptism must necessarily be attended to by a 
disciple before he may receive the sacramentof the 
Lord's supper.^ We do not discern it. We cannot 
perceive, in their relation to each other, that a true 
disciple should be forbidden to comply with the 
command of his Lord to participate the conununion 
of the body and blood of Christ, merely, because 
he comes short of understanding as we understand 
it, the ordinance of baptism. How can a failure 
to keep, (from want of a proper understanding of 
it,) one ordinance which Christ has enjoined, require, 
or justify, a disobedience to another command of 
Christ, which is properly understood? . Shall we pro<-> 
hibit a disciple's obedience to a command which h« 
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does understand, because he has not previously 
performed one which he does not understand, 
or has not performed it in the manner which 
we regard most Scriptural, although he does ac- 
cording to his best knowledge of the matter,* and 
fulfills a good conscience ? Verily, we have not 
so learned Christ. 

Again, it is objected against free comnpiunion, that 
the Lord's supper is an institution, pertaining only 
to such as are members of the visible church, that 
baptispFi is the only entrance to the church, and there- 
fore, that a person not really baptized may not par- 
ticipate the commiinion. We may reply to this, 
that the mouth of the Lord hath- not spoken it. It 
is not so written in the holy record. Tet if it were 
so, that baptism is the onlv proper entrance to the 
visible church, are we authorized by the word or 
Spirit of our Lord, to forbid a fellow disciple, a 
sincere follower of Jesus, to commemorate his Re- 
deemer's sufferings and death, and to show forth his 
death to the world, because that brother has fail- 
ed of understanding the method of visibly entering 
the visible church ds we understand it? While we 
regard him as actually on his way with us to Ca« 
naan, the promised land, where we expect he will 
dwell forever with us, shall we, as we pass together 
through the wilderness, forbid him to taste the bread 
of heaven and drink at the smitten rock, merely be- 
cause he has made some misstep in passing the vis- 
ible boundary between Egypt and tne intermediate 
territory to be traversed l^fore the land of promise 
is attained ? because he did not come'through the 
Red sea, or came over in a manner different from 
what we regard as the proper method ? Shall we 
insist that fie must not remember his Savior and 
show his death in all his pilgrim course, by partak- 
ing the symbols of that body which was broken, and 
that blood which was shed for him; and. that ho 
shall, supposing he will continue a true disciple to 
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tfae end, go to eternally participate the ffuits of his 
Redeemer's love in heaven, without- our pepmission 
to once commemorate those sufferings and that 
death of Jesus, on earth, by fulfilling the Savior'ii 
direction, " Do this in remenibrance of me" — and 
thus forbidding him, because he has failed, in our 
view, of glorifying his Savior in a proper understand-' 
ing and observance of another ordinaire? We do 
not so understand the law of love* 

Again, it is objected to free communion, *' that it 
is csdculated to injure the purity of the church, b^- 
catise it extends the privileges of the church beyond 
the reach, of her discipline." This may be true, if 
the discipline of the church is. to be more refined 
than the discipline of the kingdom of heaven. Free 
commiinionists purpose to extend their conmiunion 
to those only who are born intothekingdom of heav- 
en, are continuing to walk in Christ, and pursuing 
the way to heaven, accepted and beloved of God, 
and with whom they expect to participate the end- 
less presence of Christ and the exalted communion 
of heavenly glory. Is the purity bf the church en- 
dangered by communion with swh disciples, though 
their sentiment and practice should be defective in 
the matter of baptism? Then, that purity, thus en- 
dangered, must be something exceeding, or diverse 
from, the purity of Christ's spiritual church militant, 
and his church trifimphant in glory. And the church 
whose discipline is such that it cannot reach such 
persons, must occupy a position somewhere beyond 
the holy of holies of earthly places, and beyond 
heaven itself where CJhrist has' entered, and into 
which h^ will adinit all that truly believe on and 
abide in him. 

Here, 'the objector to free communion will perhi^ 
meet us, with an alledged inconsistency in opening 
our communion to persons not baptized in a manner 
which we, as Baptists, regard as essential to consti- 
tute baptism, while we do hot admit to actual church 
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membership, without baptism, according to 6ur un- 
derstanding and practice of that ordinance. This 
is urged as an inconsistency, because w,e require a 
test for church membership beyond what is required 
by us for communion. The writer of this essay 
avails.himself of the conclusive sentiments of £kler 
Martin Chenev, of Olneyville, R. I., as published 
in the Freewill Baptist Quarterly Magazine, for De- 
cember. 1839, as the substance of his argument in a 

Consideration of this alledged inconsistency. 

Two cannot walk together unless they are agreed. 
As far as they are agreed, they may walk together. 
If two are* agreed in a peuticular thing, that it should 
be done, and agreed in the manner <)f doing it, they 
may unite; in this they may walk togiether : and gen- 
erally, under these circumstances, "fwo are better 
than one," — "union is strength." In respept to the 
conununion of the Lord's supper, we are agreed 
with our Methodist, Presbyterian and Congregation- 
alist brethren, in the thing itself, the thing to be 
done. We are also agreed with them as to the man- 
ner of doing it. There is therefore nothing to hin- 
der our walking sweetly together in this ordinance. 
But were there disagreement between us in respect 
to the ordinance, \ve should do better to take our 
separaJte tables. If, like the Romish church, our 
Congregationalist brethren denied the right of the 
lait]r to partake of the cup, allowing to tnem only 
one kind of the elements, the bread or wafer, we 
CQuld not commune in their churches, nor they in 
ours. If our Predbyterian brethren could neither 
administer ,nor receive the elements of the supper, 
only as the real body and blood of Christ, according 
to the doctrine of transubstantiation of the Romish 
church, we could not ponscientibusly receive the elr 
ements administered, as such, by their ministers, 
nor could they receive the elements as administered 
by our administrators, as only the symbols of Christ's 
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body and blood. We should be disagreed as to the 
thing itself; and therefore could not •walk together. 
If we could not conscientiously receive the elements 
in any other than a sitting posture, as our custom is, 
and if our peace would be disturbed by seeing oth- 
ers participating in a kneeling posture; and if our 
Methodist brethren could not conscientiously receive 
them otherwise than as they customarily do, in 
kneeling, and if their peace would be hurt by seeing 
others receive them in a sitting posture; then we 
Fhould not be agreed with our Methodist brethren 
in th^ mode of partaking of the Lord's supper, and 
could not commune, together. While yidt, consider- 
ing them all sincere Christians, as we nnw do, we 
might unite with them in preaching, pr&y'ing, sing- 
ing,, and any acts of devotion, any Christian object,* 
just as far so we should be agreed in the things to 
be done and in <the manner of doing them. 

Rut as to church membership: We areiiot agreed 
with our brethren of the denominations before men- 
tioned, in the mode and circumstances of some or- 
dinances and regulations of churches. .We are not 
agreed withrour brethren of those denominations re- 
spectively, in regard to their form of church govern- 
ment, their practice of sprinkling for baptism and of 
administering that ordinance to infant children. We 
cannot walk together here, in that true union and 
harmony a^d unity of feeling that should subsii^t be- 
tween qU the members associated as a particular 
church, wherein it is necessary that in its regulations 
and ordinances, all should be of one heart and. one 
mind. Suppose a church or a more extensive con- 
nection, in which some should regard the Episcopal 
form of government most proper; others ravoring 
the Congregational or Presb3rterian form; some be- 
lieving in, and practicing) infant baptism, and sprink- 
ling in adult baptism; some unable to witness these 
Eracticea without feeling aggrieved. There would 
B disturbance of peace-*rtfiere would be confusion.. 
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Suppose, for a single instance, a Christian ^f Pedo- 
baptist sentiment^ presents himself to one of oUr 
churches for admission. On examination it isibund 
that he does. not feel'it proper for him to be baptiz- 
ed by immersion^ for he regards his haviiig been 
sprinkled in infancy as sufficient^ and, such might be 
tne power of education, he deems it would be wick- 
ed to be re-bapti^ed, as he would consider the admin- 
istration of tne ordinance now to be re-baptisin. 
But it is urged that as we receive to "conmiuluon 
without the test of baptism, so, to be consistent, we 
should receive to membershi'p, ina«nuch as church- 
membership cannot be regarded as tnore sacred 
than the holy communion of the Lord's supper. 
Suppose the church vote to receive him, and he be- 
comes a member. ' Suppose him to retain thie senti- 
ments in which be has been educated, and feels it 
his duty to have an in^nt child baptized, and brings 
it forward to receive tha^t ordinance from the pastor 
of the church* The pastor eannot conscientiously 
do it. There* is no agreement between this brother 
and his pastor in respect to this thing. It cannot be 
done. What can be done ? Nothin'g perhaps, after 
things have gone thus far, better than give the broth- 
er a letter of conjmendation, as a worthy Christian, 
to a church and jpastorof Pedoba^tist sentiment and 
practice, w)iere ne may unite bm. be in agreement 
with them. But would it hot liave been better that 
that brother had united wit& tbat Pedobaptist church 
at first, and thus have saved himself and the church 
and minister with whom we supposed him to unite, 
the deep trial which their disagreement in important 
sentiment and practice brougnt upon themJ And 
now suppose thatbrother? united to a church of sen- 
timent and practice congenial to his own, yet retain- 
ing a strong attachment to his brethren or the Free 
Baptist church, and still fellowshipped of them as 
a beloved Christian brother, though differing from 
Ihem in some points — suppose he appears among 
D ' 
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them oft. a communion occasion, spA feels his heart 
drawn to unite ^itb them in rejnembrance of their 
comihoa' Savior's sufferings and death in their re- 
demption, and they feel a reciprocal fellowship for 
him— ^what shall they do ? They may afiectiohate- 
ly receive him to the Lord^s table with them, for they 
are agreed with him intf^ thing to be done and in 
the manner of doing it, Th^ may commune, as 
fellow disciples, brethren in Christ, without any dis*^ 
cordanjt jar in the participation ' of the holy ordi- 
nance. On earth, therefore; we may unite with our 
Christian brethren {n any ordinance or in apy servi- 
ces or enterprise, where there is agreement in the 
thing to be done and in the mode of do}ng it. . In 
heaven there will be no. misunderstanding, no error 
in sentiment or practice^ There we may all unite 
in the eternal communion,, in its most extensive sig- 
nification--because we. shall all Be perfectly agreed 
in all the services. Well, so far as we can be agreed,, 
we will unite in our Savior's blessed service here. 
Wherein we cannpt be agreed, we will etideavor to 
pursue such, a course as will be most likoly to avoid 

?[rief of spirit, dissension, and confusion. There- 
ore do we deem it, proper to make baptism one of 
the conditions of church membership, and true faith 
that works by lave and purifies the heart, the only 
condition of communion of the body and blood of 
our Redeemer.. And ^us, showing the consistency 
of our flree communion with the existing conditions 
of churClh membership with Us^ we leave i^ to those 
who have made the charge of inconsistency against 
us, in these usages; to show, if it can be shown, how 
they can con£(istently fellowship other CHristians in 
some religious services, as praying, singing, preach- 
ing, and the hope of heaven, while they disfellow- 
fihip them in the conununicm of' the Lord's supper,, 
while between themselves and those whom they ex- 
clude, there is the same agreemetit a^ to the nature 
of the thing to be done and the method of doing it> 
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as there iei iii those other services in which there is 
no exclusion. The inconsistency lies on the other 
side. May our exclusive ^r^thren see and av^id it. 



CHAPTER IL 

< 

THE KlTlfRE AND DESIGN OF THE LORD'S SlfpPBR^ 
WITH THE SCRIPTURAL (iUALIFlCATfONS FOR 

ITS COMMUNION^ ' 

The institution of the passov^r is alluded to by 
St. Paul, as a type of the eucharist. Each family,, 
or two or more households conjointly, where the num- 
ber of persons in one house would be*too small, were 
to slay a lamb, strike its blood upon the side posts 
and top piece of the door, and to eat the flesh with 
unleavened bread and .bitter kerbs. la this, they 
fulfilled a condition, upon which their houses should 
be passed over unharmed, the blood upon the dpDr 
posts, signifying the dv^elhngs of Israel^ which each 
household had sprinkled thereoB' as a tolfien of their 
being Israelites, and bf their fulfilkn^nt of the condi- 
tions upon which they might escape the impending 
judgment. In. the outward act oi compliance with 
the terms of exemption from the curse,^ they mani- 
fested their faith m God, a fivelv beMef that -the 
threatened wo wouhM$efall the land, and that the Di- 
vine promises of deliverance to Israel^ to. those 
housenoMs that obeyed the Divine appoinlipaent^ 
would be fulfilled in their escape. And Israel was 
commanded to observe this institution as a memori- 
al of that deliverance, through all their generations. 
'^And this day shaH be unto you for a memorial; and 
ye shall keep it a feast to the Lord throughout your 
generations. *' * And it shall come to pass when 
your children shall say unto you, What meaiyye by 
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this service? That ye shall say, It is the sacrifice of 
the Lord's psissover, lyho passed over the houses of 
the. children of Israel, in Egypt, when he smote the 
Egyptians, and delivered bur houses." The ^event 
was worthy to be held in perpetual remembrance by 
the Israelitish nati(m; and the institution of an an- 
nual observance of the sacrifice of the paschal lamb 
and the partakins of the paschal feast of unleavened 
bread and bitter herbs, was a wise design for keep- 
ing that event in their memory, and for transmitting 
it to all their generations, and engraving it in the 
most forcible manner upon their hearts. And no 
true Israelite could have been justly excluded from 
' participating the pfuschal supper. 

But the event commemorated in the Christian eu- 
charist, and in which ^it has its origin, is bne of in- 
finitely ereater moment than that in which the insti- 
tution of the supper of the passover had its origin. 
Says St. Paul, " even Christ our passover is sacrifi- 
ced for us." And if the paschal sacrifice, by which 
litQral Israel wajs delivered from the plague to come 
upon literal Egypt, was worthy to be commemora- 
tei through all their generations, as a distinct, pecu- 
liar people, uhtil the wall of partition between them 
an4 the tiehtiles should be thrown down, * and all 
types should be anilulled or absorbed in the great 
antetype; much naore is the sacrifice of the Lamb 
of Goo for the deliverance of the whole spiritual Is- 
rael, the children of Abraham by faith, whether Jew 
or Gentile, from the condeftmation and etern&I wo 
impendiiig spiritual E^pt, all the unbelieving world, 
^—worthy to be had m perpetual commemoration. 
And we have neither the heart or the understanding, 
by which we can bid any brother in Christ, any true 
believer in Jesus, to stand aside, while we conunem- 
orate our redemption through our Redeemer's suf- 
fecinffs and^ death, .in the oraerVance of the supper 
which he instituted hinjself on that solemn py '. 
his -lietrayal and agony, and precedi^^" * ' 
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by crucifixion* We ciinnot se exalt ourselves above 
a felk>^ disciple; or in so emph'atieal a manner saV 
to (me whom we believe to be justified of Gbd through 
that faith whieh Sanctifies the hearty and through 
which we expect he will inherit heaven with 'us — 
<' stand by, for I am holier than thou.*' It is not for 
fw to ''set at nought" a brother whom we regard as 
accepted by Christ, and to whom we expect it will 
be said, as well as to ourselves, << Cotne.'ye blessed 
of my Father, inherit the kingdom prepared for you 
from the foundation of the world." 

It was in immediate connectibn with an observance 
of the paschal supper, bv Christ and his disciples, 
that our Lord instituted the '< true passover," the 
supper, .commemorative of his own sacrifice. The 
Evangelists record that, ''As they were eating, Jesus 
took bread and blessed and bri^ke, and gave to his 
disciples, saying. Take, eat, this is my body which 
is given for you. This do in remembrance of me. 
And he took the qup and gave thanks, atid gave it to 
them, saying. Drink ye all, pf it. For this is my 
blood of the new testament which is shed for many 
for the remission of sins. This cup is the new tes- 
tament in my blood, which is shed for you. And 
they all drank of it." .St; Paul referring to this in- 
stitution, for proving its design, says : " I have re- 
ceived of' the Liord ma1> which also I delivered unto 
ou. That the Lord Jesus, the same night in which 
e was betrayed, took bread; and when he had ^v- 
en thanks, he brake it and said. Take, eat: this is 
my body which is broken for you: this do in remem- 
brance of me. ' After the same manner he also took 
the cup, when he had supped, sayinff , This ' cup is 
the new testament in my blood : this do, as oft as ye 
drink it, in remembrance of me. For as often as 
ye eat this bread and drink this cup, ye do show the 
Lord^s death till he come. Wherefore, whosoever 
shall eat this bread, and drink this cup of the Lord, 
unworthily, shall be guilty of the body and bloiMl of 
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the Lord. But l^t a man examine himself, and so 
let him eat of that bread and.drii^ of that cup. For 
he that eateth and drinketh unworthily, eateth. and 
dritaketh damnation to himself, il^ot -dificexTiing the 
Lord's body." 

Here, in these Scriptures, is the foundation on 
which we commune^ at ail; and by this must be tried 
any particu^s in our usage of communion, which 
we build thereon. By the nature of. this foundation, 
we will, the God of jyprace assisting us, test our prac- 
tice of a free participation of the Lord's table with 
any who are true believef s in Christ. In these Scrip- 
tures,'we learn: 

1. What is represented by the elements used in 
communion, »the bread and the wine. 

3. What is manifested by the communicant in re- 
ceivinjp the elements. 

8. The utility, designed J^y our Lord, in the insti- 
tution of his supper. 

4. The qualincations requisite for entitling an in- 
dividual to a place at the Lord's table. 

&. What disqualifies one for communion, or what 
renders one's partaking, there, eating and drinking 
unworthily. 

1.^ The Elements. 

9 

The bread is a symbtdical representation of the 
body of Christ. The cup is lin emblem of his blood. 
Breaking the |;>read, and distributiug it to his disci- 
ples, Jesus said. << Take, eat: this is my body which 
is given, is broken, for you." A more expressive 
symbol need not to have been employed. Literally, 
from its inherent Qualities, bread affords growth, and 
•trength to the boay, and sustains its vitality. It is 
the staff of life. Christ, in his teachings, said of 
himself, ''The bread of God," is he which cometh 
down from heaven and giveth life to the world. I 
am the. bread of life. This is ^he bread which com- 
eth down from heaven, that a map may ei^t thereof 
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and not die. . If my man eat of this bread he sfaaU 
live forever: and the bread which 1 will' give, is iriy 
flesh,' which I will give for the life of the worla. 
Verily, verily, I say linto you, excepfye eat the fesh 
of the Son of man and drink his blood, ye have no 
life in you. Whoso eateth my flesh and drinketh 
my blood hath eternal life, and I will raise him up at 
tlie last day. He that eateth mv *fledh and drmk^ 
eth my blood dwelleth in nie and I in him. * * It 
is the spirit that quickeneth; the flesh proflteth noth- 
ing; the words that I speak unto yoii, they are spir- 
it and they are life. ** 

It is by the Divine eflicaey of the mission of the 
Lord Jesus in the instruction of mankind, and by the 
effectual sacrifide which he offered in his own flesh 
and blood for remission of sins, and by the quicken- 
ing and sanctifying influence of his spirit, and by 
power. of his resurrection, as the conqueror of Death, 
and as the head of the saints, members of his spirit- 
ual body, — ^that Christ becomes the bread of life to 
mankind. His breaking of the literal bread, and his 
pouring of. the cup, and giving them to be eaten and 
drank bv.his disciples, were strikingly symbolical of 
his death by crucifixion 'and piercing, and of the effi- 
cacy of his ministry, of his death and his resurrec- 
tion, in bestowing spiritual and eternal life upon 
them. 

3. Sign^iBaHon of the reeeMng of the tymbolieal 

Elements. 

A proper reception of the elements of the Lord^s 
supper, is the outward expression of /ui, inward sense. 
In a spiritual manner, the true believer eats the flesh 
and drinks the blood of Jesus. In' doing this, he is 
saved from guilt, sin, and condemnation, and be- 
comes partaker of the Divine nature, and of eternal 
life, with eventual immdrtali^ of the body. This 
is done by faith. The fl]iidi that receives Christ in 
all the fullhess of Iris saving offices'; that unreserv- 
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ed)y receives his teacliiDgs»' practices his precepts^ 
follows liis exfUHple, regal'ds all liis' decfaratioiis, 
whetber of threatening or promite, as certainty, ap- 
prehending all as reuky;, that depends uppn the 
atoning merits of his blood for remission of sini^, add 
rests in his resurrection power in hope of immortal- 
ity; the faith that receives Christ as the believer^s 
msdom, righteousness, sanctification and redemjS- 
don; that receives Christ to dwell in tbs heart, to 
relffn pver the soul and spirit,' and to actuate the 
bodily faculties; the faith by which he who exercises 
it may say, ^'I am crucified with Christ: nevertheV 
less I live: yet not I, but Christ' liveth in me; and 
the life wnich I now live in the .flesh, Mive by faith 
of the Son of God, who lo^ed me and gave himself 
for me/' He that thus believes, thereby eats the 
flesh and drinks the blood of the Savior, in a spirit- 
ual manner. ^' Labor not," said our Lord, '^ for the 
meat that perisheth; but for that meat whiqh endur- 
eth unto everlasting life." rThe J^ws replied, 
"What shall we do, that we' might work the works 
of God ?" The Savior answered , " This m the work 
of God, that ye believe oil hkn wnom he hath sent." 
4 true and understanding participation of .the ele- 
inents of the Lord's supper^ is the outward expres- 
sion of that inward faitn; the visible signification 4>f 
that spiritual and saying participation of the body 
and blood of Christ the Savior of tne world, by which 
the heart is renewed, the soul and body sanctified, 
aind inyiested with eternal life and immortality. 
Who shaJl deny. to the disciple, who inwardly or 
spiritudly lives by the body and blood of Christ, an 
outwar4 expression of that f&ith and hope, by a par- 
ticipation of the npper which his divine Master haa 
instituted for that purpose?. 

^. Thede»ignofthenuHtutionoftheL&fd*$n^er. 

Wrapped in flesh and l>lood, as oiir souls are, in 
chis Hfe— accustomed to eommunlcatioiis through 
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bodily senses — ^familiarized to the perception and 
contemplation of sensible objects — and prone to for- 
get the things that are unseen and spiritual, amidst 
a world crowding continually in upon our outward 
senses — ^Piyine; wisdom has seenit proper to employ 
objects of sense for instruction in spuitual things; 
anct to institute various observances and ordinances 
for renewing cTents .in the memory. The Lord's- 
supper combines. the advantages of both thcrepre- 
sentation of spiritual things by sensible symbols of 
most striking significapcy, and an Institution of re- 
peated observaqces to be perpetuated to (he end of 
time, — as loQg as' spirit will need assistance from ob- 
jects of iiense, or the memory recjuire repeated ob- 
servances, for reviving its' fading impressions. Our 
Lord, in tiis infinite wisdom, instituted am^ans for 
keeping his life and his death fresh in the memory, 
and vividly impressed upon the hearts, of his follow- 
ers. He w^ going, away, 09 ai^ absence, as to visi- 
ble appearance, for some hundr^s or thousands of 
years; and'he instituted his supper, as a memorial. 
"This do,^ 'he said > " in ' remembrance of me . " 
How. deservedly does he claim t»hp reihembered by 
those for whom he 4ied, How profitable — how 
sanctifying — ^how saving to the believing soul, to re- 
member him, to look unto Jesus, especially as he is 
symbolized in the elements of the supper, suffering, 
bleeding, mangled and 'dying for us 1 O, how many 
souls have melted into -cohtrition, and been over- 
whelmed and lost to 8elf,yin love to Christ,, under 
the influence of this institution, as they have observ- 
ed it ! ' And who will forbid a -disciple thus to glori- 
fy and enjoy his God and Savior, because he follows 
not with us? 
. Again, it is the good pleasure of our Lord, that 
his disciples should confess him before the world, 
and that they should let their liffht shine, that others 
seeing, might glorify God and be saved. And St. 
Paul says, "As- ofl as ye eat this bread and drink 
D2 
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this cup, ye do show the Lord's death fill h6 come." 
What testimony of their Lord could be presented 
by a band of godly disciples^ whose lives should 
correspond with their proiession, which Would more 
forcibly strike the heart of the unbelieving world, 
than the solemn observances of the ordinance C9m- 
memoratite of the •Redeemer's death for them and 
Tor the world ? And who woyld forbid a true disci*- 
pie of Jesus, whose holy life should correspond with 
his profession, to bear such a testimony to his dear 
Redeemer? In the days of his fle^h, our heavenly 
Master was despised, denied, rejected, crucified and 
traduced by the world. To this day, the world de- 
nies, rejects, and hates Christ, and is ashamed of 
him. And shall we forbid a devoted, faithful, disci- 
ple of Jesus, to confess oUr Lord before this Cnrist- 
rejecting world, in this ordinance, because he fails 
to understand the mode of performing another ordi- 
nance as we understand it., and while yet we regard 
him as a true Christian and following Christ to 
heaven! * • 

We learn, then, that the designed object of the in- 
stitution of the sacrament of the* Lord's supper, wad, 
first, the personal blessing. of disciples in observing 
it, by bringing more freshly to their menaory their 
departed Lord, and more vividly to present to their 
view the cross, with the ))leeding Lamb of, God, who 
dies for their sins. Secondly, as a means for con- 
fessing him before the world, and testifying to sin- 
ners the wfCy of pardon through the blood <^ Jesus. 

4. QuaUfications requinte for participatiflg the 

Lord^i supper. 

The argument on this head is anticipated in the 
preceding considerations of the nature of the ele- 
ments of the supper, the signification of their te- 
c^ption by the communicant, and the design of the 
in^ titutiOn. The light shineth brightly, showing that 
true PAiTH is the scriptural qualification^ by which 
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any individual who possesses itj is a proper subject 
for participating the Lord's supper. . It shows that it 
is the duty of ail tru^ believers to observe this ordi- 
nance, thai; dCity beins enforced by the express pre- 
cept of our Lord : "'t)vs do," §ays he, " m remem- 
brance of me." 

By trde faith, we mean such faith as constitutes 
those who possess it, true disciples of the Lord Je- 
sus. It does not necessarily -imply a perfection in 
knowledge of all the things of the neavenfy kingdom, 
nor perfection m the understanding of all the prin-> 
ciples of institutions of the Christian religion. Had 
this been requisite, the disciples to whom our Lord 
brake the bread and gave the cup With his own hand, 
must have been excluded from that table. ^ But Christ 
did not'exclude them. They were very isnoraot in re- 
spect to various, important doctrine.s and circumstah-* 
ces of the kingdom of Chdst, and had but little under- 
standing in the economy of his church. Of them, even 
after he had, in his^ innnite wisdom and holiness, ad- 
ministered the embldiO^ of his broken body and his 
shed l)lood, he had occasion to exclaim, "O fools, 
and* slow of hear« to believe all that the prophets 
have spoken I" But they had that faith m Christ 
which constituted discipleship — which. received him 
as their prophet, priest and king — andby wljichthey 
were justified and cleansed. And while they possess- 
ed this qualification, the Divine Master of the feast 
received them to its participation, ministering the 
elements with his own hand. This is the only qual- 
ification prescribed in the Scriptures. Neither in the 
nature of the ordinance, nor by special precept, do 
the Scriptures show that any other condition than 
evangelical faith, is requisite for communion at the 
Lor(Fs table. We therefore feel bound, by our love 
to Christ, our love to our fellow disciples, and oui 
desire for the salvation of the world, to invite to 
commune with us at the Lord's table, any who are 
the dear disciples of Jesus and children of oiir Heav- 
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eiily Father. Aiid we find it -congeniarte all that 
we have known of the spirij of Christ, with the feel- 
ings and sentiments inspired of the gospel spirit, to 
unite with any and all of whom we have evidence 
that' they have triie. faith in Jesiis, in remembrance 
of our Lord's suiSerings and death for us,i and in 
showing his death to -the world for' whom also he 
died, in partaking together of the* symbol's of his 
broken, sacrificed body, and his atoning blood. 
Such union in this holy communion, in addition to its 
more direct influence in effecting our hearts aright 
towards Christ, cherishes brotherly love towards all 
Christians — assists mightily in "continuing that 
broTtherly t6ve" experienced towards nil believers,, 
in our first espousalto Christ; ai^d proves, an effi- 
cient axe at the root of that tree of evil fruit, un- 
charitableness towards other denominations, and 
bigoted, selfish zeal for our own, whicji is so prone 
to spring up in the course of Our experience afler 
uniting with a particular denomination. And it 
adds to the force of that testimony which commun- 
ion of the body and blood of Christ, under any holy 
circumstance^-, affords to the unbelieving world; It 
constrains the world to exclaim, at its heart,." See 
how these Christians love one another." Uniting 
with our fellow disciples of other denominatidtls, in 
this holy communion, we are enabled to unite with 
them in other acts of devotion, and to join w;ith them 
in promoting the interests of the common salvation 
and conunon kingdom, without inconsistency, felt at 
the hearts of Christians, or seen of the world. 
Thus, our practice of communing with any of whom 
we Jiave evidence that they truly believe in Christ, 
we regard is clearly authorized by the Scriptural 
account of the nature and design of; the sacrament, 
and as fully corroborated by its agreement with the 
dictates of the wisdom add the love of Jesus." 
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5. . What disqualifies for the commimimi of the Lord^s 
' supper, and rer^ders a participation there y eating 
afid drinking ufiworttUly. 

The argument on this head* is also antidipated in 
w|iatwena;^6 considered under all the aforegoing. 
Absence of faith, true' discipleship, 'obviously di&- 
qualifies any one, to whom it pertains, for the com* 
munion of the body and blooa of Christ. Such an 
one, does not, in the symbolical elements, '< discern 
the Lord's body." The rightful participant dkh* 
cerns it by faith, saving faith. He that: hath not 
faith, cannot) therefore,' tMscem it. Aild without 
this^ (faithj) all other attainments will not make a 
fit conmiunicant. With faith and its legitimate 
fruits, and with nothing else, he is qualified. It ap- 

?ears that some in the Corinthian church, in 'St. 
auPs 4ay, were so destitute of faith in Christ, and 
knowledge of the nature and design of the institu- 
tion; that they perverted- the Lord's supper to an oc- 
casion for carnal indulgence, even to gluttony and 
drunkenness, Thev *' ate and drank unworthily ; 
and ate and drank damnation to themselves not dis- 
cerning the Lord's body*" The same apostle, as 
we have before quoted, writing to the same church, 
specifies certain sins which should exclude the per- 
son practicing any of them, from the conununion. 
These sins are the ofispring of unbelief, and are 
such as true faith exterminated. They can exist 
only in him whose heart is in unbelief. "I have 
written unto you not to keep company — if any man 
that is called a brother be a fornicator, or covetous, 
or an idolater, or a railer, or a drunkard, or an ex- 
tortioner — with such an one lio, not to eat." . Let it 
i)e remembered, that all and each of these speci^ed 
sins, in whomsoever they may exist, demonstrate an 
absence of true faith in Christ, and are the fruits of 
unbelief. .And wq are here fUmishedwitfa a princi- 
ple, which authorizes us oot to commune with «py 
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persons whose practices and coursip are such as. er- 
idence the absence of true faith. 'With suqh we are 
instructed not to ^t. At the same time we are au- 
thorised to commune with sucli as do^^fi9iHl evi- 
dence of saving faith, although they may be. mani- 
festly deficient in respect to^some things pertaining 
to the heavenly kingdom, to which we may regard 
ourselves as having' attained. Hence, we. freely 
conununicate with our brethren of other denomina- 
tions, who may be believers in the Calvinistic theo^ 
By of fore ordination and personal election, with 
infallible perseverance of such as are converted; or 
who adopt the Presbyterian .or Episcopal form of 
churclLgovernment, and whose sentiment and- prac- 
tice difSr fr9m ours in respect to the mode or sub- 
jects of baptism. Though we regard .these, as de- 
fects in understanding of Scripture doctrine and 
usage, and several of them errors of much magni- 
tude, still we know that such views may and do ex- 
ist ia the minds of some who have saying faith in 
Christ, and who are piously, deeplv, and usefully 
devoted to Christ and his cause. Notwithstaiiding 
these things, which we consider defects and errors, 
we have abundant evidence that our brethren who 
hold them,^re true believers in Christ, are justified 
by faith, and are heirs of heaven. Where we expect 
to participate a glorious communion eternally i And 
would it become us to forbid these brethren the ta-, 
ble of the Lord, or to stand aloof from them when 
they engage in commemorating the sufferings and 
dying love of our common Redeemer ! No, we can- 
not U1U9 ''set at nought our dear brethren." The 
authority of Scripture forbids it: the love of Christ 
forbids it: brotherly love forbids it: and the desire 
that the world may be convinced that Christ died 
for them, forbids it. And may we not add, experi-^ 
ence forbids it? Do we not feel an approving con- 
science in our free communion.^ Po we not expe- 
rience peculiar blessings in it^ as the eradication of 
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prejudice, bigotry , jealousy, and envy, with the pro- 
itiotiofi of*the graces of. Christ's -spirit towards our 
brethren ? Do we not see that union with other 
evangelical Christians in commuiiion, affords « more 
favofable testimony *to the world? Are we not con-> 
scioiis that a contrary practice would provoke and 
foster prejudice, envy, bigotry, jealousy, contention, 
and self-devouring among Christtans, and put a 
weapon against our holy religion into the hands 0f 
the opposers of Christ? ' 

As Baptists, we regard, those who have not been 
immersed in water, in the name of the Father, the 
Son, and the Holy Ghost, on their own profession 
of faAth in Christy as being, unbaptized in form. . But 
we regaird those fellow disciples of thpsc^'churches 
with whom we communicate, to be baptized so far 
as they have an understanding of Christ's vrill in 
this matter, to the answering of a good conscience 
towards God. For, let k be understood, that if there 
be those who (do not act in relation to this matter ac« 
cording to What understanding they have of this or- 
dinance, Or who do not answer th^ir consciences in 
relation to it, they are such as we do not fellowship, 
do not commune with, for they are nqt of faith, the 
faith of Abraham; whatever may be theh* profession 
or outward standing, they are not disciples of Jesus, 
and not fit subjects ior communion of the symbols of 
his body and blood. 



CHAPTER III, 

PBACTICAL TESTS. 



In a community of Christian disciples, constituting 
a neighborhood of several* churches, are those, con- 
stituting one of these churches, who restrict their 
cdmmunion of the Lord's supper, tQ their own pe- 
culiar church. - Li not this to say to all othersi * we 
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participate ar table to wkich you have no right?* 
And to say that they have no ri^ht to partake of that 
table, is it not to say, ' ye are not Hid, whose table 
this is ?' or, * ye are not th^ children of that Father 
who ftimishes this table?' And is not this to set at 
nought their brethren? Is it not bearing false, wit- 
ness against them? 

But does this exclusive church take care to assure 
her sister chusel&es th^it she . does regard them as 
Christ's? that she does consider them to be the chit-* 
dren of God,?iadopted through grace ? that she does 
anticipate the Wi^cipation of heaven's fuU fruition 
with them ? Will such avowed regard make amends 
for such practical disfellowship? Will it prove an 
antidote to the repulsive chill wMoh such practical 
denial of their discipleship poiiri^ upon thetn, in the 
sensations of their own nearts; and to that setting 
of them at nouirht which is apparent to the eyes of 
the world? Will such avowal preserve thcrtender 
plant of brotherly love from the wintry breath of 
such a practice ? will it so blunt, the edge of that 
practice, that it will not*cut asunder the bond of 
Christian unity, .between this restrictive church and' 
her sister churches?. 

But does *she go still farther than the making of 
an airy avo^i^al of her fellowship, whUe in practice 
she denies it? ' Does she, in assurance of her fellow- 
ship, oppose the. practice of fellowship, to her prac- 
tice of aisfellowship? 'Does she take them by the 
hand, lead them into her temple, sweetly unite with 
them th^re, in hymns of praise to their common Fa- 
ther, Redeemer and Sanctifier; and confer with 
them of their mutual faith, love, and hope of heav- 
en; and bend together with them around her altar 
of prayer, and blend her ^Mtitions' with theirs in that 
unMy of prayer which has so sure and large a prom- 
ise given it? Does she lead the ministers of her 
sister chiirche^ into her ptiipit, and with them sit 
delighted in the participation of the sweet fruits 



7RACTIC4I. TESTS. 89 

• 

which those ministers pluek from tri^th's fair boughs, 
and which they minister to her and her sister bhurch- 
es together? Hoes this full, endearinff fellowship, 
go oil in edl things, until the table of their Lord is 
spread*— when, setting down herself to the feast of 
Heaven's richest love, she says to them all, minis- 
ters and churches, " Stand by P' • What is this, but 
wanning into life» to chill again to deeper death? 
If it Js not cruelty*. Is it not the inconsistency of 
breathing warpith and breathing* 6oldness, by the 
same breath? Does not the abisence'of the pHnci- 
ple upon which we practice, of freely communing 
with all whom we otherwise ' acknowledge as 
Christ's, and who are agreed with us in respect to 
the nature and circumstances of 'the ordinance — 
does not the absence of- thi^ principle and practice 
demonstrate them valuable, 'heavenly! 

The missionary enterprise . is encircled by a halo 
of heavenly brightness^ more clear, less shaded by 
earthly innuences, thaii our churches at home. By 
that uncontaminated light which shines on mission- 
ary ground, various practices* h&ve been reproved, 
the evil of which was fat less nianifest in Christen* 
dpm. Among these, 'is close communion. It can- 
not live on truly missionary ground : It has some- 
times lifted up its head there; but^ as far as our 
knowledge exteilds, it has quickly shrunk away from 
the light and love of heaven beaming so clearly and 
warimy there, back to the places fVom whence i.t 
came. 

Sumx>se three disciples, constrained by the love 
of Christ and of perisning souls, determine on go- 
ing forth together to preach th^ riches of Christ 
among the heathen. dvlI they are members of dif- 
ferent denominations, of different sentiment and prac- 
tice in the matter of baptism; Luther, beinj^ a Pe- 
dobaptist; John, a Close Communion Baptist; and 
Benjamin, a Free Baptist: A meetitig, preparatory 
to tne embarkatioQ of these united brethren, is ap- 
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pointed^ where they may, for the last time on earth, 
mingle their souls and; voices .with their Christian 
friends in the Worship of the Lord of alL It b pro- 
posed, that at tha( par>ting ^cene they commemorate^ 
by partaking the symbols of his broken body andished 
blood, the death or Jeisus, for whose sake they who are 
to depart are willing to die to native land, to> the asso- 
ciations of Christian friends, and perhaps to sacci- 
fice their lives in the pursuit of their Lord's cause. 
Nothing could be more appropriate. How would it 
soothe the anguish of hearts sundering fot Jesus* 
sake, to . participate in the emblems of nis death hr 
the cross, and to los^ sight of their grief, in behold- 
ing his mighty sorrows. How emctual a ^eans, 
for the departing, and for those rem&ihing, to renew 
their covenant, pledgii^ themselves to the service of 
Christ while they should 'Uve, and through' his grace 
to meet altogether in that n^rld where no heart- 
rending separations will be khoWn« What could be 
so well suited to the la^t earthly meeting of endear- 
ed souls, as the oarticipation of that supper which 
the Lord Jesus aojninistered to his sorrowing disci- 
ples, when he was about to leave them? But this 
bud of promised blessing is at once blasted by the 
recollection that' Jobn- ancf his mbre particular and 
exclusive brethren are Hot free to partake the Lord's 
table with Luther and Benjamin, ^nd the' brethren 
of their denomination* There .will b^ no difficulty 
in full unity in any other services; they can .all 
preach, pray, sing, converse together in the unity of 
the Spirit; biit to show forth their Lord's death and 
their common hope, by that ordinance which he has 
commanded his followers to observe in 'remem- 
branee of him' cannot be attempted without a sepa- 
ration in a6t, and a grieving^ir not a separation, of 
hearts* It is therefore necessary^ that at least two 
separate meetings be held, or that the communion of 
the supper should* be omitted in the united services. 
Such is the sacrifice demanded by the B|>irit of exclu^ 
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nxB commuoion. So much is suffered by an ab« 
eence, in some ^concerned, of the principle of Fre« 
Baptists and other evangelical churches, (excepting 
Close Baptists,) in relation .to the fellowship ot this 
ordinance. The sacridce horwever is made, and we ' 
again suppose these three brethren afloat upon the 
ocean. Months have past since th^y last enjoyec( 
the delights of ^' Holv days and .Sabbath bell" in 
tl^eir own native lana — ^since last they joined their ' 
brethren there, in the feast of Heaven's love, spread 
in the table of the Lord. They have, thus far on their 
voyage, enioyed all the customary associations of 
Christian, disciples, . but the communion of the sup- 
per; and. they begin to long for a renewal of this 
blessed service.. Between the Free Baptists and 
Pedobaptist brethren there. is .nothing to forbid 
their union in this ordinance, nor, in their feel- 
ings,. is there any thing to forbid a union equally free 
with their exclusive brother; but his sentiments 
are fixed, and they are aware of them. They 
revolve the subji^ct in their minds in secret 
thought, until their feelings are opened to each oth- 
er. They communicate them freelv to their brother, 
their feelings of delicate regard fo his exclusive sen- 
timents, yielding to their sense of duty. His hear^ 
responds to the hearts of his brethreb; but his sen- 
timenis forbid the indulgence of its dictates.^. And 
he declines, the proposed observance, yet assures 
them of his willingness that they should unite. But 
how can they? Could their brotherly love escape 
such .a trial unchilled? And 'hqw, in the sight of 
the vessel's passengers and crew,, would appear the 
union of two of those ministers in that Christian 
ordinance, while the third should stand aloof? 
What would be the language of such a spectacle, in 
their apprehension? Would it say to them, ' behold 
how these Christians love one another?' Quite the 
reverse; and, therefore, th&two brethren choose ra- 
ther to. forego the desiired communion, than to have 
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the fellowship of the missionarybttiid enDOunier ao 
severe a trial, or to so endan^r the jcharactef of 
their religion, in the* eyes of .their fellow passeBg^rs 
and the ship's crew, who witiiei^s tlieir heartr union 
in their prayers, praise, and preaching. Do they 
not . all feel that the notion of restricted coiyimunion 
is one which were better in absence than in posses* 
sion? Is not the absence of the sentimenfof free com- 
mtinion, to be deplored? Does it not testify the gen- 
uineness of* that sentiment? 

But suppose tl^em now in the heathen landj and 
the subject of communion is proposed. Certainly, 
it would be a blessing to commiiue in $ueh a land. 
3ut what shall they dor ' Must our free conununion 
brethren, forego, forever, the observance of their 
Lord's sufferings, because of the exclusive senti- 
ments of their brother? , They are decided, that 
they should commemorate the death of the Savior 
bv partaking of the emblems of his flesh *and his 
blood, broken and shed for a world.'s redemption. 
They unite in the solemn ordinance, while their be- 
loved brother, with the best feelings he can command, 
stands aloof. And what are the thoughts of the ob- 
servant Hindoo, as he looks upon this? May he not 
witlr justice retort upon those who have pro- 
claimed to him the. evil and the sinfulness of heath- 
en, cotfe? Does he not justly declare, 'you Chris- 
tians have Christian cM^f, while your religion for- 
bids you to eat together?' Can the exclusiveness 
of John BX6nd before this?. No ! he yields his senti- 
ment of exclusiveness, as erroneous, evil in its ap- 
pearance and in its influence, and in its nature. He 
coihes forward, and heartily, happily unites his prac- 
tice with that of those to wnom he has been so close- 
ly united .in heart. 

This is not altogether supposition. Had we the 
full history of all the voyages of missionaries, where 
fVee communionists and- restrictive communionists 
have be^h passengers in the same vessel — ^had we 
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the foM history of all the mtercourse of free and re- 
strictive communiouists io heathen Jlandd^ — ^we should 
not need to state, a sujpposed case, as now we do in 
the absence of a knowledge df those things. ; But in 
the absence of a narrative of others, we find the 
following matter of authentic historical record', ;n 
the History of American Missions, "V^orcester, 1840 
— paize 58 : 

*^ On the morning of the Sabbath of April 31, 
[1816J] the members of the .mission [Troin the Amer- 
ican Board, then at Cplumbo, Island of Ceylon, and 
waiting pemussion of Government to proceed to 
Jafna, their proposed station] entered into covenant 
with God ana each other^ as a Christian church. In 
the afternoon they celebrated the Lord's supper in 
Mr. Chater's chapel. The Wesleyan and Episcopal 
missionaries united with them. Mr. Chater, [in 
whose chapel they conununed,] a Baptist minister, 
with his congregation of 40 or 50, were speetators. 
THe next Saturday, they (our American missiona^ 
ries) sent a letter to Mr. Chater's church, request- 
ing the privilege of cpmmtminff with them, and as- 
signing their reasons. On Wednesday they receiv- 
ed a favorable answer, that church having voted to 
admit credible believers of other churches to occa- 
sional communion. An arrangement was made for 
the two churches to commune with each other alter- 
nately." t 

Who does not see that this Baptist church, in 
standing aloof, while in that heathen land, and in the 
sight of those educated in the superstitions of heath* 
en caste, while their Christian brethren from Amer- 
ica, communed in the chapel of that same exclusive 
church-^who does not see that in this, they refused 
obedience to the spirit of the Gospel ef love and 
fellowship, and acted inconsistently with their fel- 
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church was, in this' matter, as the son to whom Ms 
flBither said) * Son, go work to-day fn my vine- 
yard'; and who answered, * I will not i*^^ but who 
" afterward repented and vsent.^^ His final, compli- 
ance with the wiH of his father was very commend- 
able. May all who. as yet refuse obedience to the 
precepts and spirit of Christ, eventually yield, obe- 
diently. We feel it our duty to go at once and &ial- 
ly at our Master's bidding, without once reflising, 
and without retracting our full assent to his law, 
which we reff&rd* as authorizing us to communie, at 
his table, with any of 'his true disciples-^ny of ^e 
true children of GbdL assured that all are x.^uallt 

WI^LCOME TO THEIR FaTH£R'« TaBLE. 

Daver, Sept.. 1840.. 
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PREFACE. 



Of all the divisions among Christians which have pain* 
ed the heart of the' pious, perhaps there is none more re- 
volting and more heart-rending than that which relates to 
the symbols of the death of our commtin Savior. We in- 
stinctively shrink with horror from such unnatural chil- 
dren as can quarrel over the body of a deceased parent. 
And has it become needful for the members of Christ to 
contend over his body and his hlood? I would not inti- 
mate that there are not instances fn which Christians should 
contend for the doctrine on this subject which they b«- 
lieve to be true, but 1 do affirm mpst unhesitatingly, that, 
if the spotless Gabriel, while disputing merely about the 
bojjy of Moses, durst not bring against even the devil, a 
railing accusation, much less should a fallible Christian, 
when disputing about the body and blood of his Lord, 
dnire to bring a railing accusation against his brother — a 
child of God. The Lord's supper — the holy communion 
— is a subject too solemn j and too closely connected with 
the tie that bind^ us to the mercy seat, to be approached 
in the spirit of controversy. Here we step on " holy 
ground," andif there be a place this side of heaven, whero 
we should "put off our shoes" and walk softly, this is 
that spot. Here we see Christ set forth evidently cruci- 
fied among us. And can we gaze on the agonizing scene 
over which the bright orb of day wept for the first time, 
and reflect that His death opened to us, perishing sinners, 
the way of life, and yet indplge even a. coldness toward 
the least partaker of His sufferings ^ Neither should those 
who dispute'on this subject, indulge in satire, nor in such 
a style as is calculated to wound the pious heart. 

These views have not originated from indifference to 
the subject, nor from indecision as to the conflicting sen- 
timents which &re held among Christians in relation to 
the Lord's supper. On the contpry, afler an of\ repeat- 
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ed, prayerful, and, I think, impartial examination of ftll 
that has been written by the ablest advocates of strict 
communion in defence of that doctrine, it appears to me 
to be destitute of Scripture proof, tinsupported by logical 
argument, contrary to thb spirit of the Qospel, and the 
holiest feelings of Christians. Indeed, those who plead 
for infant sprinkling, cannot appear to the strict commun- 
ion Baptist, more worthy of rebuke, satire, and severity, 
than do the advocates of strict communion to the writer. 
But as both parties ate. doubtless sincere, it is more ih ac- 
cordance with the sj>irlt of the Gospel to labor to convince 
them of error, than to chasten them for what they hon- 
estly believe to he the doctrine of Christ. Thus I have 
not considered myself at liberty to deal in severity, nor 
in the usual mere assertions as to what is the doctrine of 
Christ, as though the advocates of my peculiar sentiments 
were the only Christians who acknowledge the authority 
of the Bible, or as though /were an oracle to reveal its 
meaning. The peculiar solemnity of the institution seems 
to call on those Christians who differ in relation to it, to 
reason calmly and affectionately on the points of dispute, 
and pray, and weep, till they are so baptized into one 
spirit as to be acble " all to speak the same thing," rather 
tnan deal in reproaches of each other. It may be doubt- 
ed whether God designs mainly by the force of mere ar- 
gument to unite his children on this interesting subject. 
Hence, while we "hold fast the. form of sound words,*' 
we should pay all due attention to the " unction from the 
Holy One" — "the anointing that teacheth of all things," 
" till we all come in the unity of the Spirit," not only to 
speak the same thing ; but also to form but " one perfect 
man in Christ Jesus." For this glorious object, let every 
Christian humbly and fervently pray. 
Rochester, N. Y., Oct. 1840. 
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CHAPTER!. . 

THE EXHIBITION OP. THE DEATH OP CHRIST THE ONLY 
DESIGN OP THE LORD'S SUPPER. 

Argued from its institution-^From ChrisVs explana^ 
Hon: " This is my body — this is my hlood^^ — From 
the object for which M commandeait; " This do in 
rememhranee of «ic." — From his- silence as to any 
other design, • 

Reader, have you ever v^ritnessed the deep-toned 
feelings evinced by, affectionate children when gath- 
ered to take their final leave of a dying parent ? 
And can you imagine how revolting it would have 
been on such an occasion to have introduced a tri- 
fling or foreign subject amid their sighs, groims, and 
tears? Then you may form a faint idea of the sol- 
emn circumstances in which Christ instituted the last 
supper. His disciples had abandoned every earthly 
pursuit, and in poverty followed him for years. 
They had listened to such lessons as man had never 
taught. They had observed the effects of his doc- 
trine upon an apostate nation. For a time, his pub- 
lic ministry had been suspended, lest his precious 
life be lost in obscurity* through the violence of a 

* Had ChriBt been killed by a mob, or had he died in the garden, 
when there " was laid npon 'him the iniquity of us all," the world 
would not have been convinced that he " died for oar sins" rather than 
from a natural cause. Hence his caution to preserve his life, and 
his prayer that " the cup [death] might pass from him," till circumstan- 
ces should \ifi fovorable to the publicity not only of his death, but al- 
so for its cause. 
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mob.* But now in opposition to the affectionate re- 
monstrances of his disciples, lie had determined to 
appear openly at the yearly feast, where the millions 
of Israel might once more hear his testimony for 
Godf His disciples had accompanied him to Betha- 
ny amid fear and trembling* Lazarus, who had been 
raised from the dead, and his pious sisters welcome 
him to their house, and for six days before the pass- 
over, there seems to be almost a protracted funeral.]: 
Every circumstance confirms the worst fears of the 
alHicted disciples. Among the assembling thousands 
at Jerusalem, Christ and Lazarus are the principal 
theme, and the street to the house of the latter is filled 
with a. multitude ruuuing to and fro.§ Each succes- 
sive hour brings to the trembling disciples some start- 
ling news of persecutions and combinations against 
their beloved Master. || The dark and dismal cloud 
of a deluded nation's wrath thickens over him, and 
they can think of nothing except that which is con- 
nected with the all absorbing subject. His death fills 
their whole vision. Th«y cannot- persuade him to 
leave the wicked city unless it be merely to co out to 
the garden of Gethsemane, or to the Mount of Olives, 
which had been rendered sacred by their prayers and 
their communion with God. Christ himseli assures 
them that at the approaching feast the Jews will cru- 
cify him.lT 0,methinks, now the weeping disciples 
cannot bear to leave their Lord for a single moment, 
nor even take * nature's needful restorer,' so as to 
be able to watch with him the last hour^^* They 
hang unceasingly upon his lips until these few fleet- 
ing days engrave upon their hearts the wonderful 
discourses and transactions which compose nearly a 
fourth part of the Gospel histories. His death is the 
text. Their Lord enters Jerusalem, and by public- 
ly preaching his crucifixion,tt blasts t^e remaining 

 John 11:53, 54. f BHrnea* Notes on the Pasiover. t John 12: 1. 
Uohn, 12:9. H Matt. 26:8, 4. IT Matt. 26:2. ** Mark, 14:37. 
}t John, 12:24, 82. 
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hopes of his disciples that he may escape death. 
Agonizing spasms come over them, and " sorrow Jilh 
their hearts,^'* Perhaps fio company on earth were 
ever better prepared for a deep impression than were 
the' apostles at this moment. On Olive's brow the 
Savior had wept his last tears over the devoted 
city; — His inimitable public discourses, and the Soul- 
touching scenes of his last visits in the family of Laz- 
arus were pHst;-^the Master and his disciples had 
entered Jerusalem quietly for the last time;— the 
bustle of its guilty inhabitants had be^n hushed into 
the stillness of night, and a borrowed upper cham- 
ber allows the Savior inliis flesh, the last quiet meet- 
ing with the reformers of the world. The .very 
thought that the Son of Ood, should at this favora- 
ble moment, introduce any secondary object, seems 
in itself little short of a doubt .of his Divinity. In- 
deed, amid the untojd agonies of that liight, it may 
be doubted whether Christ himself could, without a 
miracle, have made on- the minds of his disciples, a 
deep impression in relation to any other subject, ex- 
cept the all absorbing one,* — the death of their Di- 
vine Master. Then it was that 

" Jesiis took bread, and gave thanks and brake it 
and gave unto them, saying, ITiis is my body which 
is given for you. This do in remembrance of mc. 

"Likewise also the cup after supper, saying. This 
cup is the new testament in my blood, which is shed 
for you." Luke 22: 19, 20. Matt. 26: 26—28. 
Mark 14: 22—24. 

"TAw is my body which is given for you.^^ Had 
our Lord said, ' This is your bond of union' — * Thiij 
is the signal of your fellowship with each other,' or 
* This is a sign of your obedience to me,' ideas, en- 
tirely different from the explanation he did give, 
would have been attached to this institution; and the 
disciples must have felNembarrassed by even a glance 
at the confusion which so indefinite an institution 

* Jobn 16<6. 
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would inevitably create. , Th^y must have seen that 
while the church remains in an imperfect state, end- 
less contentions would arise as to the limits of their 
fellowship — whether thej* were to include those 
Christians who were faithful in the " weightier mat- 
tery of the law;" or^whether they were to embrace 
non&but such as obey the command of Christ which 
requires his disciples to be perfect even as God him- 
self i^ perfect.* Such an institution, left thus indefi- 
nite j instead of being a source of edification to the 
body of Christ," would have been a cause of disputa- 
tion, division, and ruin. But thanks be to God, the 
Head of the church has given no occasion for such 
disputation among his children. His explanation -is 
clear as the light of the brightest sun; ' This is my 
body which is given for you.^ Here is represented 
the great atonement received by repenting sinners. 
This is the foundation of the whole Christian sys- 
tem-7-the center of all our hopes — ^^ Christ died for 
our «in*." This' doctrine is to be food for the soul, 
as bread is for the body, and our spiritual life will be 
proportionate to our faith in a crucified Savior. 

"This cup is the new testament in my blood which 
is shed for you.^' Many rich men have died with- 
out a -will, and this circumstance . has sometimes 
brought much trouble to their children. But it was 
not so with Jesus Christ. He made a " new testa- 
ment," (literally a new will,) in which he provided 
immortality and eternal life not only for the apostles 
who had been with him in his temptations, but also 
for the least saint that the obscurest corner of crea- 
tion would produce in coming ages.* But mark. 
This will was made "in his blood P^ The Holy 
Spirit was appointed its executor, and none can ever 
come into possession of the things bequeathed, except 
" through the blood of the Lamb.^^ Hence the evi- 
dent, the only design of this institution is, to exhibit 

* Mftttbew 5:48. 
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the body and blood of Christ ^ the new and living 
way into the holiest of all.* 

^'This do in rememSranee of in«." Philosophers 
tell us that it is a law of the human mind that it can- 
not attend to more than one distinct object at the 
same tijme, and that proportionately as the attention 
is directed to a secohd object, the first recedes from 
the mind. Would a Savior infinitely wise in all that 
relates to the mind, design an institution calculated 
at the same moment, to divide the attention of his 
disciples between the atonement and some other ob- 
ject, especially if that object could b^ more easily 
attained by a clear view of the atonement itself P 
Did ever an affectionate parent, parting with belov- 
ed children, put into their hands some pledge, such 
as a garment, or a ring, for the double purpose of 
bringing himself to their remembrance, and of show- 
ing tneir union with each other ? Who ever thought 
of givinff their children tokens of affection, not to 
be used by them, unless they should correctly under- 
stand and follow their instructions, and live afiTec- 
tionately with each other ? The writer remembers, 
that, on the death of his mother, a lock of hair was 
taken from her head and kept to refresh the memory 
of the family. Often her bereaved children looked 
upon it and wept, while conversing on the good coun-^ 
sel she had given them. The only and simple design 
of this lock of hair was to bring fresh to their minds 
the departed parent; and it never recalled Yo their 
recollection that mother's look, without exerting a 
sood influence on their hearts. But they never 
areamed, that because they had faults,, or misunder- 
stood her teachings that they should be exchided 
from the privilege of looking on that memorial. 
Had an opposite course been pursued, it might have 
hardened tneir hearts, but would not have been like- 
ly to increase their oTjedieuce. The reader can 
make his own application, while he bears in mind 

* Hebrew 10:19, so. 
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the fact, that a parent, by giving a token of remem- 
brance, never thinks of approving the mistakes of a 
child. 

Ten years fiince an account of a remarkable case 
of hydrophobia was published. in the Morning Star. 
The victim was a gentleman of intelligence and pie- 
ty. Aware of the dreadful trial before him, he called 
a friend and committed himself to his care, solemnly 
charging hiin not to, suffer him to commit suicide. 
However, in the height of his paroxysms, he chang- 
ed his mind, and said to his friend, " You know I 
cannot live — ^my agonies are horrible beyond express- 
ion — and I entreat you by all the ties of friendship 
and humanity to pity me and end my sufferings by 
cutting my jugular vein." And when he saw that his 
friend remained unmoved and faithful to his trust, 
he even cursed him, and assured him that such was 
the magnitude of his ^uilt that he must inevitably 
stand condemned at tne judgment. He declared 
that if departed* spirits were allowed to return to 
earth, his ghost should most assuredly come back and 
torment him for his cruelty. Soon, however, the 
a^ony passed, and a little before death released him, 
he became calm, and taking his friend by the hand, 
said; " I thank God, and I thank you for your per- 
severing faithfulness to your trust during my temp- 
tation;" then handing him his gold watch, he contin- 
ued; "Accept this as a memento of my affection, and 
when you look upon it, think of your friend, and the 
circumstances in which you received it." Hovr 
unnatural it would have seenied, had this d3ring man 
attempted to attach a double meaning to this me- 
mento, requiring his friend not only to remember 
the giver, but also to judge righteously of the conduct 
of his other friends, approving the good and refus- 
ing the evil or else, forfeit the gift. Yet I am unable 
to see why such a course would not be a practical, 
representation of the doctrine, that tl^ Lord's sup- 
per was designed not only for the remembrance of 
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Christ, but also for the approved of such as are par- 
takers at his altar. 

The unity of design in the Lord^s supper is far* 
ther evident from our Lord*s silence as to any other 
•object. The words, '^This do in remembrance of 
me," either tell us the whole ohfect for which the ap- 
pointment was made, or else Christ chose for a time 
at least, to conceal a part of its design. ' But why 
should our Lord command the act for merely hut one 
object, if he designed that it should represent two 
distinct things? Why did he ^ive any explanation, 
if not the whole? Why shoula he leave unnoticed 
an important desien of the institution, at the time of 
its formation ? If it be alledged that the apostles 
were authorized to complete the explanation by show- 
ing a secondary meaning, the objector is referred to 
the 11th chapter of 1 Cor. which contains the only 
explanation of the institution, given either in the 
Acts of the apostles, or in the epistles. The criti- 
cal reader will observe that the apostle, so far from 
giving any additional signification, expresses the de- 
sign of the institution, not only in the same words 
that were used by our Lord, but even in stronger 
language. Instead of saying merely; ''This do in 
remembrance of me," his words are, *' This do 
yCy as oft as ye drink it, in remembrance of me, 
for as of t as ye eat this bread, and drink thaa^^cup, ye 
do show the Lord^s death till he eome.^* 
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CHAPTER II. 

USES OF THE EXHIBITIOIf OF CHRIST'S DEATH. 

« 

The remembrance of Christ — T?ie communion of 
saints with God — The communion of saints with 
each other — The perpetuation of the doctrine of 
Christ. The main design of the institution over- 
looked. 

Our Divine Redeemer was well aware that in this 
changing world, hia disciples would be extremely li- 
able to forgef him. As his love and compassion were 
infinite, it. would have been strange, had he 1ef% -the 
world without instituting eveiy means,, which might, 
in the nature of things, contribute to aid their per- 
severance. And as the exhibition of his death was 
calculated in itself to impress the heart with ajsense 
of the greatness of his love, and to secure its obedi- 
ence, he therefore appointed a solemn ceremony for 
this purpose. 

The first use of this exhibition is the remembrance 
of Chrut crucified. It has been shown that the very 
nature of the institution, and the command which 
accompanies it, have this tendency. The tioctrine 
o€ forgiveness is not clearly revealed in. nature's vol- 
ume, nor is it made manifest in the law. Corrupt 
man is rather disposed to resist just punishment, and 
if possible, inflict vengeance upon its righteous exe- 
cutioner. The thunders which made Sinai shake, 
and the lightnings whieh flashed for forty days arouod 
its brow, did Yiot deter from idolatry, the multitude, 
beneath the trembling mount. <^The law made 
nothing perfect," but Jesus Christ by his own blood 
" opened a new and living way." We sdc him bear- 
ing our grief, carrying our sorrows, stricken, smit- 
ten of God and afliicted — wounded for our trans- 
gressions, bruised for our iniquities, taking upon 
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him the chastisement of oui^ peace, and us healing 
with his stripes."* While we look, our guilt rises 
like mountams — 'Ti^in yawns beneath' — ^the sweat 
— ^the agony — ^the blood — and the cry thiat rends the 
rocks — tell us impressiviely, that " the Lord laid on 
him the iniquity of us all." Spirits, unmoved by 
Sinai's terrors, are here subdued, and weep while 
they reflect — " Christ died for our sins." By be- 
holding, <hey " are changed into his image," f and 
like him, learn to love their enemies, and bless them 
that curse them, and pray for such as despitefuUy 
use them. The Lord's supper is well adapted to 
lead the pious soul to contemplate these views, and 
thus in a figure, to eat the flesh and drink the blood 
of the Son of God. J By this, he is imbued with the 
spirit of Christ; his meekness, gentleness, and for- 
bearance, become as it were a part of his very con- 
stitution, and beiug thus <' joined unto the Lord he 
is one spirit. "|| 

' To this solemn exhibition, the apostle alludes in- 
directly, when he speaks of certain persons eating 
and drinking damnation to themselves, because they 
"discern not (that is, literally do not see) Christ's 
body . " But how can one see Christ's body, if instead 
of letting others examine themselves, he comes to 
the table with his attention flxed on the faults of his 
fellow communicants, fearing and trembling, lest by 
his coming in connection with such as are unworthv, 
he become a partaker of their sins. If he would 
" discern the body of his Lord" clearly, he should not, 
in the hour of commemoration, allow his thoughts 
to pass away from the Great Sacrifice, even though 
as formerly, a Judas should seat himself at the table. 
Another and a principal use of the holy supper is 
the continuance and increase of the communion 
which the saints have with God. Communion sig- 
nifies '^fellowship," ^'agreement." By the death of 
I Christ, real Christians have become reconciled to 

*Iialali 53:4— 7. f 2 Cor. 3:16. t John 6:53. |lCop. 6a7« 
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Gody 80 that their <' fellowship' is. with the Father, 
and with his Son Jesus Christ." * It implies an tn- 
terehange between Jesus and his children, and such- 
a union of interest that the saints become one with 
Christ, and are acknowledged as his body.f The 
Father gives us his Son — ^tha Son gives us his, body 
ai)d blood, sends the Holy Spirit to awaken, reprove, 
and lead into all truth; grants pardon and often all 
heaven to his. children. On the .other hand, saints 
give themselves and all they have to God, and enter 
actually into his very interest, mind, and feelings. 
Christ sups with them partaking of their sorrows, 
they sup with him partaking of nis joys.^ O, pre- 
cious interchange! This is communion' with God. 
This, the exhibition of Christ's death, when properly 
attended to, invariably secures, perpetuates, and in- 
creases. Let not the reader understand me to say 
that (he Lord's supper produces these benefits, but 
that they are the result of that clear discernment of 
the sulTerings of Christ, which the Lord's supper 
was designed to give to the faithful. Hence it is far 
better to discern the body of Christ without the use 
of the symbols which the Head of ^the phurch haa 
commanded, than to use the symbols carelessly not 
discerning our crucified Lord. Yet it Were still bet- 
ter to have both the sign and the substance, for <^ This 
is the love of God that we keep his command- 
ments." II 

Mr. Cruden says,§ it was to this use of the holy 
supper that Paul alluded when he said, '* The cup 
of blessing which we bless, is it not the communion 
of the body of Christ? for we, being many, are one 
bread and one body; for we are all partakers of that 
one bread. "IT If the mere outward partaking of the 
symbols, can never make the real body of Christ, 
which is the church, it follows that the communion, 
spoken of, is between Christ apd his children and 

*1 John, 1:8. 1 1 Cor. 18: 18, 27. t Rev. 8:20. 1 1 Jobn 5:3. < 
$ Beo Crudea's Conoordaaoe. v 1 Cor. 10:16, 17. 
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ma^ be perpetuated and increased through the signs 
which the Lord hath appointed. The exhibition of 
the death of Christ, asset forth in the Lord's supper, 
increases and strengthens the faith of the believer and 
brings him into such complete union with God, that 
he has but one interest with the Redeemer and with 
the saints. Thus, " by one spirit, he is baptized into 
one body." O how wonderiul is that grace which 
appointed such a striking sacrament to lead us to the 
very fountain head from which we may receive eve- 
ry needful holy influence. And how strange that a 
doctrine so clearly scriptural, so perfectly philosoph- 
ical, and so easily approving, itself to man's common 
sense, should have been misunderstood, and have 
been the rock on which has dashed so large a por- 
'tion of the professed church of Christ. They took 
the sign, the mere instrument, which was only de- 
signed to lead us to commune with God, to be the 
very Communion itself. From the same error, seems 
to have arisen the notion that a mutual approach to 
the Lord's table signifies that the communicants have 
fellowship with each other, and become one body; 
whereas, the only way to become truly and reauy 
one body in the scriptural sense, an4 to have scrip- 
tural church fellowship with each other, is te obtain 
such a view of the sufferings of Christ, and such 
fellowship with them, as shall bring the soul into 
complete union with God, so that it shall have no 
interest but'His will and His glory. Hence Paul in- 
stead of "holding up the Lord's supper as designed to 
represent the union of saints, speaks of their unil^ as 
the effect of that spiritual communion with God, 
which the Lord's supper is designed to secure, " For," 
says he, " wc being many are one body — for we are 
all partakers of that one bread." Mr. Crudeneives 
a similar construction to this passage in the foBow- 
ing words: "Our drinking the wine in the cup is a 
religious action whereby and wherein Christ com- 
municates himself and his grace to us, and we com- 
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municate our souU to hiin, so that Christ and believ- 
ers ia that action haire a mutual communion one witk 
another. Believers have communion with Christ hj 
election in him, by their kindred with his huuianitjr 
and by a participation of his spirit, "^^^y have 
communion with the Father and with the Son. 1 
John 1 : 3. They partake of all the blessings whieh 
God the Father gives to those who are in covenant 
with him, and also of all those privileges which 
Chrijsi has purchased for his members, such as par- 
don, reconciliation, adoption, sanctification, &cJ' 

Again communion with Crod signifies that we are 
agreed with God. O, what a thought!, that mortal 
worms may be workers together with Jesus Christ,.^ 
have the same work and the same end in view;: and 
thus, in this life, serve an apprenticeship for heaven I 
This is a fellowship with the Father and Son 
which is obtained alone through the blood of the 
Lamb. This is a communion with God which th0 
exhibition of Christ's death is calculated to .secure. 
And whether it be obtained through, the appointed 
symbols designed to promote it or not, it is most as- 
suredly the great substance ,. which is more than all 
the mere forms that even God himself hs^ instituted. 
Every saint on earth, and every spirit in glory, and 
even Christ himself rejoices exceeaingly to see a soul 
thus agreed with God. 

The exhibition of Christ's death through the ap- 
pointed symbols, when proper^ attended to, is one- 
of the most powerful aujpUaries Infinite Wisdom has 
given us for promoting the eommuniofi or fellowship 
of saints. And here, liet the reader observe, that the 
Scripture never calls a mere mutual approach at the 
Lord's table " communion ;^^ this wora,.when ap{)li- 
>d to the Lord's supper, being used rather to signify 
our union with Christ^ The communion of saints 
with each other at the Lord's table is not then the 
partaking of the bread and wine, neither is It the 

*2C<v.6;I. ti Cor. 10:16.. 
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u^rng of these symbols as d sigq of .fellowship, but 
is simply that agreement which they have in' conse- 

Suence of th^ir partaking of Christ spiri^ally tlurough 
le appointed symbols, and viewed in this light, it 
becomes one of the most interesting spectacles this 
side of heaven; for it is this agreement or commun- 
ion that renders the saints the '^ light of the world.^^ 
The union or oneness of believers ia an object pe- 
culiarly dear to the Savior. On^that memorable 
night in which he was betrayed^ after having prayed 
that his disciples might be one, he continues; '^ Nei-^ 
ther pray I for these alone, but for them also which 
shall beheve on me through their word; that they 
may all be one; as thou. Father, art in me, and I in 
thee, that they also may be one in us; that the world 
may believe that thou hast sent me."* So highly 
did he value the union of his children that he put 
especial honor upon it, promising to the exercise of 
this union between even two disciples in prayer, all 
things whatsoever that can be needed, even to the 
removal of ihountains.f In vain had sages toiled 
and philosophers labored to devise a plan which 
would annihilate the conflicting interests of all class- 
es and unite them as ^' one man" devoted to one 
work. But the wisdom of God has done this in the 
great atonement, and the union or communion of 
saints is one of its precious fruits. By. contempla- 
ting the sufferings or our Savior, we learn not mere- 
ly in theory, but in hearty every principle of his doc- 
trine, such as the magnitude oi our guilt, our lost 
condition, the love of Christ in dying for us, the for- 
giveness of enemies, the need of repentance, faith, 
self-denial, and entire consecration to God. We 
look at the death of Christ as the foundation of our 
common hopes, not as something peculiar to ourselves, 
but as common to all Christians. The broken body 
of Christ is exhibited to the saints as being given to 
them all, and the new testament in his blood secures 

* John 17:90, 21. \ MatUi«w 18; 19, 
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their eofnmon itiheritance, not bl divided mheritanoe, 
apportioned' out in parcels to individaals, but one 
enjoyed in common by all. What can result from 
these views but communi6n or fellowship with all 
who love our Lord ? And what can so well promote 
this fellowship, as a crucified Savior exhibited to be- 
lievers as the common center of all their hopes, 
towards which all are attracted, and to which all teiid. 
In this holy mount <0f vision • they all meet at that 
point. * By "beholding" — ^they are changed into the 
same inrage "as by the Spirit of the Lord."* In 
such a vision with such an object before them — an 
object of such stupendous, miagnitude — one in which^ 
such everlasting interests are ihvolved — ^nay, rather 
by which those interests are secured, here on this 
holy ground, every man loses his favorite peculiari- 
ties. The prejudices of each are softened — sectarian 
spirit is weakened — ^the interests- of all are rec6ncil- 
ed. Of " foreigners" they are made " fellow citi- 
zens," and of " strangers," members of the "house- 
hold of God." Thus in this crucible of love are all 
those conflicting, antagonist spirits melted and amal- 
gamated, and the resultof the operation is one "im- 
asre," and that the "same" which they contemplate, 
Christ crucified.  

I am unable to see why any should ever have 8Up« 
posed, that the fellowship of Christians needed an 
outward sign, such as the Lord's supper, to manifest 
it either to themselves . or to the world. Where 
union exists, its possessors know it. The candle 
when lighted and set on a candlestick will give light 
to all that are in the house, and even dart its rays 
into the surrounding darkness, so that the world will 
see it, and exclaim as they did anciently; "Behold 
how these Christians love one another." If true 
Christian fellowship be venting, the mere acts of 
eating and drinking at the Lord^s table can never 
convince either the communicabts or others of its 

•i Cor. 3:18. 
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existencev This proposition is indeed s^lf-evident. 
Thus the reader will continue to bear, in mind that 
the mere act of eating bread and drinking wine to- 
gether at. the Lord's table, is not the communion of 
saints, neither the proof of its es^stence; but as, it 
exhibits to the believer the death of Christ, it is tin 
instrument or means by which that blessed, that holy 
communion is produced and promoted. 

It was this communion or union' of the primitive 
saints in the spirit and doctrines growing out of the 
atonement, that rendered the march of primitive 
Christianity over mountains of oppositipn, and 
through seas of blood, as resistless as the motion of 
the earth in its orbit^ Before it, the empirer of the 
%vorld was convulsed to its center, the throne of the 
Cesars bowed to the Son of God, and idolatry trem- 
bled and fell. But 0,.itsloss! its loss! its dread- 
ful loss!! Satan, in the garb of an angel of light, 
corrupted the teachers of Christianity, and the great 
multitude mistook the sign for the substance ! 
Christ was crucificrd afresh, and angels wept while 
the night of agps settled dow-n on the world. But 
" gjory to God in the highest !" since the Reforma- 
tion, the blessed, soul-sanctifying doctrines which 
spring from their common germ, the atonement, have 
been revived, and the real communion of saints, both 
through the appointed signs and without them, be- 
gins to illuminate the world. Its influence is seen in 
those precious revivals which baptize all evangelical 
denominations into one spirit and one body. Pro- 
portionately as they walk in the light, they have fel- 
lowship one with another, and the blood of Jesus 
Christ eleaiiseth them from sin. 

Another and a very important use of this exhibi- 
tion is the perpetuation of the doctrine of Christ, It 
directs the attention of Christians to the 'atoneunent 
as the spring of all our hopes, and the foundation of 
every gospel jprinciple. Christ crucified is always 
present to his laithfui disciples, so that as a pupil im- 
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itates his teacher, they may copy the principles of 
his dying Iqv.e. Some have supposed tnat the pos- 
session of the substance is sufficient and renders the 
siipn unnecessary. .On this principle, the Friends 
[Quakers] reject both baptism ana the Lord's sup- 
per. - But had their founders been as well acquainted 
with the operations and laws of mind as :^as Jesus 
Christ, they might have known that notwithstanding 
all the stress they lai4 on the teachings of the Spirit 
without contemplating Christ's su&rings on the 
cross, according to the design of the holy supper, 
their religion v^ould declino in its character, receding 
further and further from the doctrine, spirit, and 
power of ppmitive Christianity. How remarkably 
and mournfully has this fact been exemplified in the 
almost, if, not absolute infidelity of a considerable 
portion of that denomination.* It is now' about a 
century since Dr. Charnock wrote the following sen- 
tence : ' " How have they [the Quakers] proceeded 
from the slighting of Christ's institutions to the de- 
nying of the authority of his word ! A slighting of 
Christ himself crucified at Jerusalen), to set up an 
imaginary Christ within them." t When the travel- 
ler approaches those stupendous monuments Of an- 
tiquity, the Egyptian pyramids, surveys their im- 
mense magnitude, observes the scientific principles 
on which they have been erected, marks the height 
to which vast weights have been elevated, a class of 
truths instantly flashes upon his mind, producing a 
conviction there that can neither be " overthrown by 
argument, nor weakened by sophistry." Ha needs 
•no additional proof that there existed in remote an- 
tiquity, before the birth of history, a race of power- 
ful monarchs, who had the resources of a vast empire 

* No unkind feelings but the illastratlon aboye, has called (br thin 
allaaion to that respectable people. Many of their peculiarities are 
excellent, and have had a good influence on other denomioatioBa, but 
the rejection of Christ's appointments, seems to have worked sadly 
like bad leaven. 

t Charnock's Worka, p. 775. 
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and a multkudinous people at their control, that civ- 
ilization was considerably advanced, and that the 
arts and sciences to a certain estent, were well un*- 
derstood among them. But here is an end of his 
knowledge. . For want of inscriptions he can neither 
learn the names of their founders, nor the date of 
their erection. But there are other monuments in 
the same country coeval perhaps with these, by 
which the defect of the first may be supplied and 
modem research is promising to throw open K new 
edition of the history of that interesting country from 
the study of the monuments tilone. What the mon- 
uments of antiquity are to ancient history, such are 
the sacraments to the Christian church; and while 
they endure, the church also must endure. The 
knowledge of them may be obscured, their meaning 
may be misapprehended, but they still stand — ^imper- 
ishable monuments of infinite grace, pointing the ob- 
server to the institution and the Institutor; while the 
inscriptions, " This is my body which is broken for 
you," " This is the new testament in my blood," wpl 
at last kindle a light upon his heart, which in spite 
of prejudice and error will continue to brighten and 
shine, till the true doctrine of Christ is exhibited, his 
cross explained, and the great atonement compre- 
hended. Hence Dr. Waterland observes, " The 
true doctrine of the Trinity, and of the atonement 
of Christ, have been kept up in the Christian church 
by the institutions of baptism and the Lord's^supper, 
more than by any other mean^ whatsoever, and hu- 
manly speaking, these glorious truths which are es- 
sential to salvation, would have been lost long ago, 
if the two positive institutions, baptism and the 
Lord's supper, had been totally neglected and disused 
among professors of Christianity. In this point of 
view, these two ordinances appear to be of unspeak* 
ahle importance to the; glory of God and the very 
being of the true church of Christ on earth, * 
* Bm '* Beaaty of Social BeUgion,'* p. 10. 
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Considering the .absurd doctrines respecting the 
^ord^s supper, which were taught for ages, it is nei- 
ther incredible nor Wonderful that its main design 
shifuld have been generally overlooked; and that its 
design should still be frequently mistaken is nothing 
surprising when we reflect that it is almost impossi- 
ble to estimate the amount of influence which early 
education has in forming, men's sentiments. It en- 
ters into their habits of thought almost* constituting 
their very being. The reader, while keeping this in 
mind, will recollect that it is comparatively but a lit- 
tle time since nearly the whole Christian world be- 
lieved that baptism is regeneration, and that the 
consecrated bread and wine are the real body and 
blood of Christ. The leaders of the Reformatix>n 
were very slow in giving up these absurd doctrines* 
Indeed many of them never did renounce* them. But 
while these sentiments vanish before the increasing 
blaze of gospel light, their consequent corresponding 
notions will not be so easily defected and forsakeir. 
OAeti when a disease has been subdxied, its 'effects 
adhere to the system with great tenacity. So while 
the doctrine of the rCal presence has been relinquish- 
ed, its correspoiiiding unscriptural notion, that tfie 
mere act of the joint reception of this sacrament 
gives or necessarily implies fellowship with each 
other, is still very generally retained. Hence mul- 
titudes do not approve or allow of real Christians 
receiving the sacred symbols fof the single purpose 
of showmg Christ*s death. Without any good au- 
thority, they attach to the institution a meaning 
which tends to unhappy jealousies, instead of godly 
' edifying. When the writer was a child, the express- 
. ions, M cannot fellowship such a one at the Lord's 
tableV and ' I cannot commune with him,' &c. 
were so 'familiar to his mind that for years after his 
admittance to the sacred -altar, his attention while 
communicating, was flitting back and forth alternate- 
ly from his Savior to his fellow communicants, fear« 
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ing on the one hand that he should not properlv dis- 
cern his Lord's body, and on the othei^ that he should 
eat with some unworthy person, and thus become a 
partaker of his sins. Fears and feelings like .these 
unfit the communicant for throwing his whole soul 
into the solemn scenes of Calvary, yet they are the 
natural result of much that is said on the subject. 
Indeed there is reason to believe that a great many 
Christians lose much of the benefit which this insti- 
tution is designed to confer, in consequence of their 
attention being directed to other communicants. A 
single eye secures light while an evil eye brings 
great darkness. The design of the institution was 
misunderstood or overlooked by the Corinthians, and 
Paul told them that because. they did not discern the 
hordes body many were ^^ weak and sickly ^ and oth- 
er^ slept."* Is not this a striking comment on the 
cause of the present inactivih/ of many professors? 

Had the eucharist been designed aB-an expression 
of fellowship, would Christ have said to the twelve, 
'^ Drink ye <M of it," or would the apostles have 
eaten with Judas after our Lord had declared that 
he was a devil ?t Or would it have been written, 
'^ Let a man examine himself and so let him eat." % 

I will close this chapter with a quotation from the 
venerable Mraham aooth. It is taken from his 
< 'Apology for the Baptists," and though written in 
defence of strict communion, and for the express 
purpose of justifying the exclusion of acknowledged 
Christians from the Lord's table, it so perfectly co- 
incides with the doctrine this chapter is designed td 
establish, that it is with pleasure inserted as the clos- 
ing paragraph. 

*' Nor Was the Lord's supper appointed to be a test 
of brotherly love among the people of God. It must 
indeed be allowed, that as a sacred feast and an or- 
dinance of divine worship, mutual Christian affec- 
tion among communicants at the same table is very 

* 1 Cor. 11:29, so. t John 6:70. 1 1 ^^' H :^- 
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becoming and highly necessary; and so it is in idl 
other branches of social religion. But that sitting 
doiyti at the holy sapper should be considered as the 
eriteriwi of my love to indjividuals, or to any Chris- 
tian community, does not appear from the word of 
God. No, the supper of our Lord was designed for 
other and greater purposes. It was intended to 
teach and exhibit the most interesting of all truths, 
and the most wonderful of all transactions. The de- 
sign of the. great Institutor was, that it should be a 
memorial of God's love to tu and of ImmanuePs death 
for tMf that, the most astonishing favor ever display- 
ed — this the most stgpendo.us fact that' ang'els ever 
beheld. Yes, the love of God in giving his dear j his 
only Son, and the death of Christ as our divine sub-^ 
stitute and propitiatory' sac^fice, are the grand ob- 
jects we are called to contemplate at the Lord's table. 
As to B. proof, a substantial proof, of our loVe to the 
children of God, it is. not given at so cheap and easy 
a rat0, as that of sitting down with them, either oc- 
casionally or statedly at the holy table. Numbers 
do that, who are very far fronufoving the disciples 
for the -truth's sake. To give real' evidence. of that 
heavetily affection, there must be the exercii^e of 
such tempers, and the performance of such actions 
as require much self-denial; and without which, 
were we to commune with them ever so often, or 
talk ever so loudly of candor and a catholic spirit, — 
we should, after, all, b^ destitute of that charity with- 
out which we are 'nothing.' " 
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CHAPTER III. 

ALL TRUE CHRISTIANS ENTITLED TO THE LORD'S 

SUPPER. 

Argued from the design of the institution — From its 
• uses — From ChrisVs commcmd-^Frdm their being 
members of the true church. Objections ansioer- 
ed. 

• 

A Christian is a '' follower of Christ," one that 
" walks in his steps." The name does not imply 
that one is perfect, or that he understands and 
keeps every commandment, but that he believes in 
Jesus Christ ferucified, loves him, and has 9i fixed pur- 
pose not only to learn, but also to do his will as far 
as he understands it. Had so important a question, 
as 'fvfho are the constituents of the true church,"*^ 
been left Indefinitely, we might have doubted wheth- 
er the scriptures do *^ thoroughly furnish the man of 
God unto every good work." Those who call bap- 
tism regeneration, believe, of course, that the one 
true church consists alone of such as' have been bap- 
tized in water. But an inspired apostle teaches an- 
other and more important medium, through which 
alone these additions are made to the church. In 
an epistle which he wrote not only to the church 
at Corinth, but also to all in evei'y place that 
called on the name of Jesus Christ,'^ he said, 
" By one spirit are we all baptized into one bocly, 
Mrhether we be Jews or Gentiles, whether we 
be bond or free."t If when this epistle was writ- 
ten, there were any converts in any place, who, like 
Paul, called on the name of Jesus, between the time 
of their believiiig and their baptism, then this epis- 
tle was directed to some unbaptized believers^ To 
these y if any such there- eould be-, Paul wrote as well 

*1 Cor. 1:2. t 1 Cor. 12:13. 

F 
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afl to the baptized believers and church members, that 
their unUy in one body was'the ^eet of their being 
baptized 6y the spirit. Again, he tells the same per- 
sons that they '^ are the. body of Christ," And iii 
his epistle " to the saints at Colosse," he affirms that 
the body of Christ is the church.* From these scrip- 
tures, it is evident that all genuine Christians are 
constituents of the one true church, of which Christ 
is the Head. Nor need there be any such tmseriptur^ 
al distinctions of visible and invisible as shall deny 
to • any of its members their right to the body, or 
their utility to the body; for the apostle tells this 
whole class, (including all in everyplace that called 
on the name of Jesus, and of course every true 
Christian,) that ihey ^^ are members in particular, "i 
and that consequenUy '' the eye cannot say unto the 
hand I have no need of thee, nor again the head to 
the feet, I have no need of you;"j: for '' God hath 
tempered the body together," [not a part,] with the 
express design, '< that there should be no schism in the 
ioay,P§ The words " tempered together" present 
a striking figure. The smith so tempers .an instru- 
ment, that the arrangemt^nt and union of all its 
parts, acquire permanent firmness, and thus it is fit- 
ted for use. So Jesus Christ has '^ tempered togeth- 
er" all his true children, not by any mere outward 
forms, for these could not do it, but by his spirit, so 
" that there SHOULD BE no schism in the body;" 
but that the members, should have such a care one 
for another, that ''if one suffered all should suffer 
With it." If it be objected that "there is a great dif- 
ference between belon^ih^ to the general church and 
having membership in a visible church," it is replied, 
that as there cannot be in this world an invistifle 
follower of Christ any more than there can be an th^ 
vuible hand or foot to a body, the objection fails, and 
of course every acknowledged Christian has a divine 
right to membership in the body. 
*CoLJ:18. 1 1 Cor. 12:27. U C^or. 1S;81. $ 1 Cor. 12:94,25. 
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If itbe sai4 that these limits of the church cire too 
large, and that individual church building cannot 
safely include all the members of Ghrist^s body, it 
derolves on the objectors to point out the Chapter 
and verse in which t^ie word of God requires d^er-^ 
ent qualifications in order to membership in individ- 
. ual churches from those which ore necessary to con- 
stitute members of Christ. By exaipining the use of 
the word church in the New Testament, we shall 
find that individual churches are formed oipvedselrf 
the same class of persons that conipbsed *' tAe 
churph" — ^the great whole called the " body . of 
Christ." For example, Paul in writing to the church 
at Corinth inserts two clauses to show definitely who 
were intended by this word. ^< But unto the church 
of, God which is at Corinth, to them that are taneti' 
Jied in Christ Jtsus caUed to be. saints ^^* Mr. HaU 
says:* 

" If we examine the New Testament, we shall 
find that the ierm church, as a religious appellation » 
occurs in two senses otiLy. ' It either denotes the 
whole body of the faithful,- or some one assembly of 
Christians associated for the worship of God. In 
the f6rmer sense, it is s^vled in the apostle's creed, 
catholic, or univ^ersal; a belief in the existence' of 
which, forms one of its principal articles. In this 
sense Jesus Christ is affirmed to be '' Head over all 
things to the church, which is his body," It is in 
this collective view of it, that we affirm its perpetui- 
ty. When the t^m is employed to denote a partic- 
ular assembly of Christians, it is invariably accom- 
panied with a specilBcation of the place where it 
was accustomed to convene, as for example, the 
church at Corinth, at Ephesus, or at Rome. Now 
it is manifest from Scripture, that these two signifi- 
cations of the word differ from each other only as a 
part differ from a whole, so that when the whole body 
of believers is intended, it is used in its absolute form; 

^Hail'«War]u,pp.71,75. 
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when a particular sooiety is meant, k is joitaed with 
a local specification. It is never used in the New 
Testament as in modem ^times, to denote the aggre- 
gate, of Christian assemblies throughout' a province 
or a kingdom; nor do we ever read of the church of 
Achaia, Galatia, &c. bOt of the churches, in the plu- 
ral number; the wdrd being constantly applied ei- 
ther to the whole number of the faithful, scattered 
{hroughout the world, or to some one single congre- 
gation or society.. It is equally obvious, that when- 
ever the word church occurs m its absolute form, it 
comprehends all genuine Christians without exce]^ 
tion, and as that church is affirmed to be his body, it 
could not enter into the Conception of the inspired 
writers that there was a class of persons strictly uni- 
ted to Christ, who yet were none of its component 
parts." 

That these remarks of Mr. Hall are unanswera- 
ble, may be inferred from the fact that Messrs. 
Kinghorn and Fuller, the ablest advocates of strict 
communion, in their replies to Mr. Hall's writings 
on this subject, *take no notice whatever of thescr 
fundamental positions. 

Perhaps none will affirm .that cfiurches should 
be built on the principle of rejecting the com- 
mand in relation to baptism. It may be doubted 
whether a church established on the principle of 
knowingly setting aside any gospel precept, can just- 
ly be called a church of Christ;' for in such a case, 
there would be a designed rebellion; and the belov- 
ed disciple said, " He that committeth sin [knowing- 
ly, deliberately] is of the devil,"t and a rule that 
would unchriBtianize an individual, would equally 
' effect a church composed of the same characters. 
If this reasoning be correct, a church which A:fiot0- 
ingiy dispenses with any one commandment, has no 
just claim to be considered a gospel church. But a 
mere ndnmderMianding in relation to a point whicb 

1 1 Jolin'8:a 
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is not in itself essential to sabration, seems insuffi- 
cient to unchurch an assembly of trtte worshippers. 
That the primitive chyrches did err in numerous 
cases in consequence of their muunderstandir^ 
some parts of the will of Christ, is a proposition so 
obvious from every part of the New Testament, 
that it would be folly to attempt to prove it. In- 
deed the church is established on the^ very prin- 
ciple which renders imperfection in judgment in- 
8eparai>le from its present state. It is composed 
by God's own appointment of disciples, that is learn- 
ers, and this very name implies that until their dis- 
cipleship eUd^, they may misjudge and' err as to things 
they do not fully understand. And by no good rule 
of argument does a union of imperfection produce 
perfection. As well might a combination of mere 
cyphers make numbers, or a stream rise abpve its 
fountain. If this proposition be unanswerable, to 
prove that a .church has mistakefi a part of. the re- 
vealed wUl of God on a point not absolutely essen- 
tial to vital Christianity, is not sufficient to exclude 
them from the body of Christ, or to justify non-in- 
tercourse with them as a gospel church. For since 
it is evident that every gospel church does prove it- 
self to be fallible and guilty of misjudging in rela- 
tion to some things, is it for erring man to establish 
a line of distinction which .will tear from Christ's 
body his own aeknowledged members, and separate 
the flock of God which he hath purchased with his 
own blood? or if it be seriously believed .that the 
Head of the church has established such a line, sure- 
ly its advocates ought to present some more distinct 
authority for its existence than the unscriptural dis- 
tinction of visible and invisible church, or a " large 
bundle of analogical reasonings" — " the act passed 
for baptismy^^ &c.* 

The practice of the apostles, so far as recorded, 
ilhows that aU saints were admitted as such to the 
* Bee Fuller on CommunioD, p. 221. 
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Lord's table. In an epistle of Paul to the Corin- 
thian dhurch and " to all in every place which cidled 
an the nanie of Jesits (7Am^,"*'he says he had de- 
livered to them [not merely to a. part of them] that 
whiclr he had received of t&e Lord Jesus in relation 
to the holy supper. Then he repeats the command 
B»ajfplicahle to them and says, " Let a'^man examine 
himself and so let him eat of that bread and drink 
of that cup." Had Paul understood that none but 
members of individual churches were to communi- 
cate at the Lord's table, would he have been so un- 
guarded as to say in an epistle directed ^' to ^11 that 
called on the name of Jesus Christ,'^ ^' Let a man (that 
isaily man amon^ you) examine himself and so let 
HIM EAT?" Did he not admit that this rule might al- 
low the approach of some unworthy professors, when 
by VLti- apparent anticipation of an objection he replies, 
*^ For he that eateth and dripketh unworthily, eateth 
and drinketh damnation [not to his fellow commuai- 
cants but] to himself?" In the Acts of the Apostles, 
it is said <' the disciples," that is, the learners, " came 
together to break bread. "t If the inspired writer 
had not considered discipleship a sufficient quali- 
fication for this ordinance, would he have said 
*^ the disciples" (rather than the members of the 
church) came together to break bread ? From these 
and otner scriptures, it appears that so far as the 
practice of the apostles is concerned, tUl that called 
on the name of Jesus, and all the disciples of Christ 
eat at* the Lord's table. When therefore any pre- 
sent themselves at this sacred feast, who do not call 
on the nameof Jesus or are not his disciples, it will 
then be. sufficient time to object to their claim for 
want of apostolic precedent. 

Ff the only design of the institution in question ie 
to ** show tne Lord's death" in order to imlme his 
disciples with the same spirit and principle which 
actuated the Savior in tnat wonderful sacrifice, it 

* 1 Oor. 1:9. t Acti 90:7. 



TO THE lord's SUPPER. 137 

appears to me eaualiy as evident that every true be- 
liever has an inalienable right to the sacred symbols, 
as it does that he has an inalienably right>to pray in 
Jesus' name. As none .think of restricting prayer 
or the c&nfession of Christ to those who have obey- 
ed some "divine law not absolutely essential to salva- 
tion, why should the restriction be attached merely 
to this command ? Such is the nature of prayer hi 
the name of Jesus, that the only idea necessarily at- 
tached to itj is, that the petitioner feels his ifeed of 
the Savior. The only thing necessarily implied in 
''confessing with the mouth unto salvation," is that 
the one who confesses, " believes with the heart un- 
to righteousness."* So the only thing necessarily 
implied in the Lord's supper is, that the' communi- 
cants are partakers of* Christ, and would, amid the 
temptations that surro^und thetn, remember their 
Savior's dying love in 'his own. appointed way. 
What scripture or reason can be found to prevent 
the obedience of acknowledged saints to the latter 
ordinance rather than to the two former? Do prayer 
and the confession' of Christ- strengthen the weak, 
trembling, unworthy saint and lead him to be Abet- 
ter Christian.'^ So .would the commemoration of 
Christ's death. Why then should the acknowledg- 
ed members of Christ be excluded from one of these 
gospel ordinances or appointments rather than an- 
other.^ But if the wisdom of man's "analogical 
reasonings" is to select but one of them, and aeny 
its lawful use to real Christians who have misunder- 
stoocL their duty as to baptism, why should not the 
confession of Christ with the mouth have been cho- 
sen, and by the same course of reasoning, all Who 
have not been baptized, denied the right to acknowl- 
edge their Savior even in a prayer meeting^ 

What is there in the mistakes or faults of a real 
Christian to render his remembrance of Christ's 
death either iVnproper or injurious.' What would 

*Rom. 10:10. 
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be the tendency of allowing such, an one an impress- 
ive view of his crucified; Redeemer f Would it 
stref^theri^his feLults or lessen them? Says Mr. Cone 
(in a tract published by the Baptist Tract Society) 
while speaking, of those 'who refuse to come to the 
Lord's table because their religious exercises are too 
low: " As well might one say he is too sick to take 
proper remedies, or excuse himself from nourish- 
ment on account of bodily weakness. "* Whywbuld 
it riot be ^ useful for a Fresbyterian or a Methodist 
to remember " the tmspeakable gdfl,^^ through the di- 
vinely appointed symbols, as for a Baptist to do the 
same'? And what harm coUld it do the church, if 
one whom Christ has received, but who has mistak- 
en his wiU as to baptism, should be led through the 
appointed symbols to bold*such communion or fel- 
lowship with the Father, with the Son, and with the 
saints, as should fill him -with the fullbess of divine 
love, perfectly uniting his whole soul with the pep- 
ple of God, so that he should become earnestly de- 
voted to the same work with themf Does not the 
spirit of revivals produce this communion of saints^ 
without reference to thei» errors, removing preju- 
dice, and bringing all the members of Christ into 
one common interest? And what possible injury 
epuld it do to any one, should erring Christians 
through the exhibition of Christ's* death become 
"one even as the father and the Son are one?'* 
Is the commemoration of our Lord's death designed 
to perpetuate the doctrine of Christ? And why are 
not Pedobaptist Christians equall^r interested in this 
work with the Baptists? Paul rejoiced that Christ 
was preached, even though it was done through en- 
vy t now much more then should we rej bice that 
errins Christians are willing , to unite in perpetuat- 
ing the doctrine of Christ through the snowing of 
his death ? 
The title of tdl trite Christians to the holy sup- 

^* See Tract Nq. 32, on the cover p. 3. 
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per, is further evident from the ea^ess command <^f 
Jesus Christ', As the apostles were the foundations 
of the Christian church, and the commands'of Christ 
to ail 'his disciples were given Originally through 
them, the precept, '' This do - in remembrance 
of me,'' must have been included with the other 
commands which they were to teach to all whom 
tliey didcipled. Had the Head of the church made 
an exception or a qualijication implying that suqh as 
should misunderstand baptism should not be taught 
any further, nor be considered as under 4:>blig.ation to 
obey the other precepts of the gospel, then the com- 
mand, << This do in remembrance of me," could not 
have been considered as given to the disciples of 
Christ, nor to his church as such, but pnly to such 
^parts of his disciples and church as should come 
within certain prescribed limits. But when we search 
the Scriptures for these exceptions^ or similar 6nes, 
showing that this part of the gospel, rather than any 
other is not obligatory on all&e true disciples of our 
Lord as stuih, we find nothing to the point. Thig 
command stands as clearly and Unquali^edly binding 
on every disciple of Jesus as any other command 
contained in the New Testament. And if there be 
any mandate' of the Savior besides baptism, which 
can be unanswerably proved to be obligatory on hi4i 
disciples, precisely the same argument will prove 
undeniably that this command is binding also. And 
since it is acknowledged on all sides, that there is nO 
specification in the'r^ew Testament, implying that 
1ms command rather th&n any other gospel mandate 
is not binding on real Christians, it follows, I think 
irresistiblyj that it is obligatory on all saints. When 
it can be proved frqm the Bible that Jesus Christ 
has a class of disciples Who 4ire not under obliga- 
tion to obey the, gospel as far as they understand it^ 
then the p,osition in the last sentence may be reject^ - 
ed as untenable. Till then it appears to .me as im- 
moveable as the granite mountains* For the sake 
FS 
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of eliciting a close examination, I repeat it, that 
whatever arguments can be brought to show that 
the command, " This do in remembrance of me,*' iii 
n9t binding on any class' of reid Christians the same- 
arguments 'will equally prove that that particular 
class of fihristians are not under obligation aa 
Christians, to obey a single gospel precept, i 

Agaiii, the fapt that in six classes of persons ex- 
cluded' by Paul from the Lord's supper, no' real 
Christians were induded, favors the doctrine of this 
chapter. These characters 'were fornicators, cove- 
tousy idolaters, railers, drunkards, extortioners.* 
When the advopate^ for, strict communion have been 
pressed to show a positive law for excluding unbap- 
tized persons from the Lord's table, thdy nave re- 
plied that no such law was necessary; that as the 
primitive churches were composed of none but bap- 
tized' belle vers, -no others would be likely to present 
themselves. But. on exactly the same principles, 
the prohibition under consideration was unnecessary. 
As the primitive churches were composed only of 
men who were solemnly engaged to live holy lives, 
jTornicators, drunkards, Sec, would not be likdy to 
present themselves. 'And if they should, the com- 
mon sense of the church, one wou4d almost think, 
would be sufficient to guard it against the pollution 
of such unhallowed intercourse. But the inspired 
apostle foresaw that cases might occur in which 
such a command wvuld be necessary, and in order 
*^that the man of God might be thoroughly furnish- 
ed to every good word and work," and that the 
church might be complete lacking nothing, the law 
was added, aAd the rule is therefore perfect. Hence 
we see that a positive prohibition, even in this plain 
«nd almost self-evident case, wotf necessary, and was 
ttclually revealed. But who does not see that if it 
was indeed, thie divine will that we should' separate 
ourselves from a ^art of our brethren for whom 

♦1 Cor. 6:11. 
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GhrUt died, and who have exactly the same inlerest 
iir his death that we have, that a divine law would 
be far more necessary?. And when we remeniber 
that the spirit of the entire •gospel, all its general 
rules, and particular precepts, 'are exactly calculated 
to predispose us to violate this inferred, this unwrit- 
ten law, and that in proportion. as we drink inXothe 
one and become conformed to the other, we are led 
to violate that law, (if such a law.there be^ by free- 
ly receiving ull our Christian brethren as Christ has 
received them — ^when we remember all this, I can 
conceive no way to account- for the silence of the 
apostles, other than that no suph prohibition was 
ever intended. Had the Scriptures been silent 
with regard to the> exclusion of fornicators, I could 
have easily inferred that to iadmit such characters to 
the Lord's table WQuld be improper, for "What 
fellowship has Christ with BeUalr" But the doc- 
trine against which, we contend, aims not at our fel- 
lowship with Belial,- but with Christ in a large num- 
ber of the members of his body. It appears to me, 
therefore, that there is nothing unreasonable in our 
continuing to receive those whom Christ has receiv- 
ed,- until at least, as plain- directions shall be given 
us to reject them as have been given to reject thpse 
whom we should have rejected without such direc- 
tions. 

The title of aU saints to the Lord's supper may be 
further inferred from several Scriptures. If such<a 
thing as an exclusion of a part of the true church 
was not thought of in the times of the apostles, in 
vain may we look for any rules moi'e directly- to the 
point in question, than such as contain general prinr 
ciples of action. And these are su^icient. In the 
epistle which Paul wrote " to all the beloved of the 
Lord at Rome, called to be saints," he gives them, 
(mark, all the saints,) the following rule for thjeir 
treatment of each other. " fV^efore receite ye one 
another, as Christ also received us to the glory of 
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Ood:^* ".Now if I understand this con^mand, it ia, 
tha( the conduct of Christ in receiving his children 
is proposed as their .rule for receiving one another. 
What else can the language mean ? • Does Ohrist re- 
ceive the impenitent while they cleave to their sindf 
Then neither does the rule require us to receive 
them. But does he not receive the true believer, 
notwithstandingnunfierous mistakes and faults^^ The 
rule is plain, we should receive him also. Does he 
not give him the great substance .of which tjie feup- 
per is a sign, causing him to " eat the flesh and 
drink the blood of the Son of man," and have "life,** 
and all this without baptism? Then tt^ho shall dare 
deny him the sign? But again, is this manner, pur- 
sued by CJiirist, of receiving all believing Christians, 
"to the glory of God the Father?" Then certainly 
the rule implies that .to^ should pursue the same 
course to attain the same end. As no other view 
can be taken of jthis passage as a general principle, 
than that in which it is presented abo^e, it' must 
therefore follow that if we reject an acknowledged 
Christian from the Lord's table, we reject the exam- 
ple of Christ which is expressly given for our fule. 
. Another command given by the same apdstle to 
'^aU the saiiitsat Rome" tells them what kind of 
character they should receive^ namely, all such as had 
some faith in Jesus Christ, however weak that faith 
might be. It further tells thieifi hoto far they were to 
receive them. "Him that is weak in faith receive 
ye, but not to dovbtful dismUations,''^^ Had there 
been any possible disquatijication consistent with 
even weak faith, would an inspired apostle have tm- 
fual\fiedly laid the stress of description on faith, as 
though the possessio'n of it, in ever so small a degree, 
did of -itself entitle the possessor to a uniform re- 
Cj^ption among ssLU^ts in all ca^es, where his recep- 
tion would not result in disputations and dissensions^ 
The advocates of stsict conmiunion argud that tlie 

* Remam 15:7. jBomaiui 14:1. 
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passage dnly implies that we must receive Ghristiani 
when we can without tolertfling' them io the viola- 
tion of any New Testament precepts.* This prii^ 
ciple, unqualified as it is, appears to roe, entirely to 
nullify the command. For if no misunderstanding 
and conseqt^ent deviation /rom any existing divine 
law is to be tolerated in tho visible church^ as' Mr. 
Fuller maintains, t there must^be at'once an end to 
all chu*rch union and fellowship, for ^''in many things 
we offend alL" So a man cannot be found who does 
not sometimes misjuds^ of soiAe ** existing divine 
law." Hence, if faith be the only qualification 
which should be required in order to receive. one as 
Christ has received U3 "to the glory of God," how 
serious a thing is it to reject one of these fittle ones 
which believe in Christ. Paul enforces the com- 
mand to receive the weak in faith by two arguments. 
The first is, " For God hath received him.'* The 
second is, " Who art thou that judgest another 
man's servant? To his own master he standeth or 
falleth.** If the first, « For God hath deceived him," 
was a good argument with P'aul why his brethren 
should receive weak Christians ks far as they could, 
without introducing doubtful disputations, it is still 
equally conclusiv'e fot the same purpose. And if 
judging, despising, or not receiving such as God 
has received, merited the keen, rebuke, then "Who 
art thou that judgest another man's servant?" Can 
a similar treatment of acknowledged saints be praise- 
worthy now? Can the judging and rejecting of 
Ciu;^st's dear children from his own table be the or- 
de^'of the gospel ? 

Again, it is wiitten "the strong ought to bear the 
infirmities- of the weak.":( Here is another general 
rule^ which, though first advanced in relation to 
meats and drinks, is ah additional comhient on the 
comhiand to receive the weak in faith, and as sucli, 

* See Fuller's Conversations, p. 177. 

I Bee Fuller** Con. pp. 190, 192. f Romttni 15: 1« 
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Stands. as^ an inspired direction for the ^xereise •of 
forbearance and toleration, extendinff to every true 
Christian who may err unintentionaUy as to things 
not absolutely essential to salvation. Let it be. ob* 
served th^t the rule is positive and without eyen.onB 
qualification as an exception,'^' that the strong ought 
to bear the ihfirmities of the weak, and not to please 
themselves." The injunction is enforced by an al* 
lusion to the fact 'that Christ did not please himself 
but bore the reproaches of even his enemies. But 
while we refuse to receive misjudging Christians 
how can we bear their infirmities.^ 

OBJECTIONS ANSWERED. 

% Objection Ist, You labor t<t prove that which is 
already admitted. . Thitf *^ all Christians are entitled 
to thceucharist isa position which no one denies. 
Undoubtedly they are entitled in the strictest sense 
of the term, not only to the Lord's supper but to all 
the privileges of the Christian church; but.it does 
not toUow that they are entitled to any in deviation 
from the ord/3r of divine .appointment."* 

^Answer* The concession made in this objection is 
an important one, And has doubtless been constrain- 
ed by the weight of Scripture arguments which can- 
not be answered. Let then the specifications' which 
are to disinherit the greater part of the true church, 
because they mistake the meaning of a divine com- 
mand, be brouffht fro^ the word of God, and the 
question is settled. In the law concerning the pass- 
over, it is written, ''For no uncircumcised person 
shall eat thereof." t Let the advocates of strict 
communion present any thing like this in relation to 
the unbaptized and the hqly supper, and we wiskno 
more. .Mr. J. G. Fuller's attempt to explain, in ac- 
cordance with strict communion, the reason why a 
prohibition was made to exclude the uncircumpised 
from the passover, but .none to exclude the unbap- 

* Ses FiiU«r*t Con. p. sa t Exodm, 18t48. 
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tized from the Lord's supper, seems to me to confute 
his own senjbiment. He says, " The passover was a 
family rite, of which consequently all the family, 
without a prohibition, would naturally expect to 
partake, while there were some of its members who 
were not only uncircumcised, but not under obligO' 
Hon to be circumcised. But the Lord's supper is a 
ekufheh ordinance, and there is not an individual mem- 
ber of the church of Christ on whom baptism Is not 
obligatory." f. According to his own reasoning, if 
'< without a pfohibition,^^a//tA«/amt7y would natur- 
ally expect to partake of a famikf rite — so b^ Pf^rity 
of reasoniog, withodf a- prohibition, ail the family of 
God, the true churthi [not merely a part of it,l would 
naturally expect to ilartake of a enureh ordinanee. 
The law of the Lord as much required the Israelites 
to be circumcised, .as it does believers to be baptiz- 
ed, yet in the institution of the passover, the uncir- 
cumcised were excluded— but in the institution of 
the holy supper, the unbaptized were not excluded, 
therefore aU the chweh ma^r naturally expect to par- 
take. To say that the uncircumcised were entitled 
to the passover would be to deny the law. To ad- 
mit that aU' Christians are entitled to the Lord's sup- 
per, is to ad;nit that no condition waa made in its 
mstitution to exclude from its privileges any true 
Christian. Hence, the clause " but not in deviation 
from the order of divine appointment,'* appears to 
me like a mere cavil, and an assumption of the ques- 
tion in dispute, whether God Aa« appointed any or- 
der to exclude real Christians. 

Qibjeetion ^nd. If the doctrine of this chapter bo 
true, it not only follows tbajt all true Christians 
should be received at the Lord's table, but also that 
they should be admitted as church members. Thus 
conflicting sentiments and false doctrines would be 
admitted mto our churches, confusion would ensue, 
ABd iBStead 4»f the ordinances beings " kept as they 

* Fuller*! Con. p. 86. . 
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were d^vered" by the apos^es, they might be. 
changed and finally rejected. 

Jirk9wer, The rule does not necessarily imp^ iUl 
this. It contains M the protection against error 
which an/inspired apostle considered needful. T» 
receive true but erring Christians at the Lord's table, 
need occasion no disputation luofe than the receiving 
of them to take part in a prayer meeting. And as 
to their rece(Hion as ekurea members^ the pule doea 
not req^uire it, in cases where it w.ould occasion 
^'doubtful disputations." Church buUding and goe- 
ernment are entirely distinct from the pnvil^es of 
membership. Men may be safeW allowed to enjoy 
the privileges of citizenship, whose sentiments in 
fiome things are extremely apposite to those of the 
government, provided they do not raise a mutiny^ 
Associationscannot be focmed in this-imperfect state; 
except on the principle pf gmng up certain private 
rights in order to secure uiiited action and the bene* 
fit of all. Every church is formed on this principle. 
And if ministers and pastors do their duty, '<* taking 
heed how they build," no -serious difficulty need be 
apprehended. The Holy Spirit will not stav amid 
unnoly strife. Those who unite in a church must 
necessarily make siich a compromUe of their pecul- 
iar sentiments as to be agreed in the leading points 
of the doctrine to be taught, and of the order to be 
observed. If one request membershi p who is un/nUyy 
and iinto»l/mg to< obey the comn^and, "be subject 
one to another," and instead of coming for the sake 
of obtaining good, comes with the intent to disseni' 
inate sentiments contrary to the constitution of the 
oharch, and thus, in the opinion of the .church, sub- 
vert the very Jaws and ordinances of the gospel, tiro 
"faithful Word" says- he must not be received,. lest 
he take occasion to raise useless and injurious dia« 
putations. If there be Christians who cannot con- 
scientiously Bubmit to a peaceable conformity to the 
ordinances atfd leading doctrines of the church, let 
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tkem build a church by themselves, on their- own 
responsibility, rather than attempt, under the pro^i 
tection of membership, to subvert the most sacred 
riffhts of others. Let it not be said that this answer 
or the objection is an abandonnient of the rule in 
question, that aU true Christians should be receiye'd. 
It is in perfect accordance with the qualification 
which the rule itself contains. Nor does this quali- 
Qeation of the divine rule as to receiving the weak 
in faith, reverse the rule itself; since should those 
be received who will raise' doubtful disputations, it 
would not benefit either them or the church, but only 
give them an opportunity to sow discord and thun 
their true faith would perish; for the Scripture de- 
clares that God hateth him that'soweth discord among 
brethren and that such are an abomination unto him.* 

Objection 3rf. Admitting your position, that all 
true Christians are entitled to the Lord's supper, to 
be true, stillyouhave|ailed of your ultiiiiiite olwect, 
since you have not proved that it is the duty of Bap- 
tists to unite with Pedobaptists sit the Lord's table. f 

Answer, When it can be proved that the body of 
Christ has been divided- imo two bodies, that the 
apostolic doctrine that "aU saifUs" are partakers of 
** that one bread," hasjbecome obsolete, and that the 
Head of the church :has authorized the Baptists or 
some other sect, to introduce a second leaf and a 
second' Lord's table, the objection will demand a fur- 
ther consideration. 

Objection 4th. By admitting the unbaptized to the 
Lord's table, you fellowship meir errors as. to bap- 
cisn^ and church building, and thus become partakers 
of their sins. • 

Answer, Many advocates of strict communion 
have abandoned this objection as worthless. " For," 
say they, <' if communing with others fellowships 
their known faults, it is not' safe to commune with 
any one. Each should have a separate (able," 
* ProYerlM 6: 1»<->19. f Fuller'! Con, p. 80« 
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Tl\e weight of this objection may be seen inthe fol- 
lowing anecdote. 

A few months sinjce, a Baptist church' in W-estem. 
New York voted to invite to their table all Chris- 
tians who had been baptized. A minister of much 
respectability (who was also a noted abolitionist,) 
labored in a sermon to convince them that they had 
erred in this thing. He took the position stated in 
the above objection, if they communed with sprin- 
kled Christians, they fellowshipped sprinkling for 
baptism — and if they communed with Freewill Bap- 
tists, or any baptized believers who do . commune 
with Pedobapt'ists, it was in fact the same thing, only 
it was one step farther round. In order -to show the 

i'ustice of his position, he brought the following il- 
ustratibn. " We will suppose a small neighborhood 
of three families. The nrst family has a contagious 
disease : on this account^ the second family declare 
non-intercourse with theip, while the third family 
continue to associate as formerly. The second fam- 
ily, for their own safety, declare non-intercourse 
witb the third familjr also, lest through them, they 
catch the contkgion m the first family." [A strange 
non-intercourse which is confined only to the Liord's 
table as though this were the only medium through 
which the ." contagion" of spriiikling or pouring for 
baptism, could be transmitted !] At the close of the 

meeting, said one of the members, " Elder 

will you commune with slave-holders.^' "No," 
v^ns the prompt reply. " Will you commune with 
those who ''Will commune with slave-holders?" He 
Seemed astonished, and afler a pause, replied that 
the question was not to the point. '< It is exactly to 
the point," said the brother.' " You say we must not 
commune with those who have been sprinkled, lest 
we followship this error. You say also we must not 
commune with such baptized believers as compiune 
with those who have been sprinkled, because this is 
the same thing, only taking another sttep to do it. 
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Now I again ask, Will you commune with those who 
will commune with slave-holders? According to 
your mode of arguing, it is the same thing as com- 
muning with slave-holders, only one step farther 
round." The minister, after being pressed for an an- 
swer, at last replied, " No, not after they have been 
labored with." "Then," said the brother, "there 
are few in the denomination that you can commui^e 
with." 



CHAPTER IV. 

A REVIEW OF THE PRINCIPAL ARGUMENTS IN PAVOR 

OP STRICT COMMU^riON. 

The argument fovMded on the order of the ieordi in 
the apostolic commissiofi- — On the order of -the inn 
stitutiov.^ of the hordes supper and Christian hap- 
iism — John^s baptism not a Christian institute-^ 
The argument founded on church fellowship — £»- 
tract from Mr-. Hall/ 

The review which follows, is intended for those 
who reject the doctrine of the first chapter of this 
work. For if it has been proved that the only de- 
sign of the Lord's supper is to show Christ's death, 
every argument for restricted communion has already 
been intercepted and disproved. 

The principal argument for strict communion is 
founded on the alledged order of the apostolic com- 
mission. I will present it in the full strength of its 
latest and most improved edition, as contained in 
Mr. Judd's Review of Professor Stiiart.* After in- 
troducing our Lord^s commission to his apostles to 
disciple all nations, baj^tizing believers, &c., also the 
institution of the Lord's supper,' he says: "But we 

* See Beview p. 12C'12S' Also FuUer'a CoLTcr. p. 63. 
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are not only required to observe these institutioiifl, 
but to observe them irt a certairi order. This order 
is prescribed in the eomm^sion, and confirmed and 
enforced by apostolic example y as well &s by the no- 
ture and design of the two institutions. The order 
in which these duties vrere first enjoined, is of com- 
paratively inferior importance; but^ the order in 
which the^ are here commq^ded' to be observed^ is 
the order m which they must be observed, or the law 
is violated. By this law we are required in tEe first 
place, to teach, or preach the gospel; secondly, to 
baptize them that believe; and thirdly, to instruct 
such baptized believers to observe all things what- 
soever Christ has commanded; and the order in 
which these "Several duties are here stated,. is as im- 
])erative as the duties themselves. It is just as ob- 
vious that we are restricted in the administration of 
Mptism to a certain class of subjects, as that we are 
authorized to. baptize at all; for on no rational prin- 
ciple of interpretation, can the commission be sup- 
Sosed to warrant the baptism of any but disciples, 
iut if the commission authorizes us to require faith 
as an indispensable prerequisite to ba{)tism, it is 
eqttail3r clear, that it authorizes us to require baptism 
as an indispensable prerequisite to church fellow- 
ship. Is not the latter part of our Lord's commis- 
sion as authoritative as the former ? Or, is the order 
of it binding in one particular a.nd discretional in an- 
other? May it not be as conclusively maintained 
that the second duty must precede the third, as that 
the first must precede the second? Surely, if teach- 
ing and faith be intentionally enjoined as the firai 
duty, baptism is intentional! v enjoined as the second 
duty, and visible church fellowship as the third du- 
ty; and we are no more at liberty to invert the order 
in one case, than in another. We have precisejiy the 
same authority, then,- for maintaining that baptism 
should precede visible churph fellowship, as we have 
forinsisting that faith should precede baptism. The 
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tyro positions must stand or fall together. There- 
fore) to administer the Lord's supper to unbaptized 
persons, would be a manifest violation of the law 
which Christ gave for the regulation of his churches, 
and which he designed should be obligatory as long 
as the promise attached to it remains in force, that 
is, ahjoaysr, to the end* of the world.^* 

*As this is admitted by our brethren to^be the niain 
argument on which their system is grounded, and 
the one upon which, they principally depend for its 
defence, I shall eive it all that attention which a po- 
sition of so much importance deserves. It is deriv- 
ed entirely, as the reader will have observed, frpm 
our Savior's commission to his apostles just before 
bis ascension into heaven. The exact words are as 
follows: "All power is given unto me in heaven and 
in earth. Gfo ye thereK>re and teach all nations, 
baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: teaching them to 
observe all things whatsoever I have commanded 
you, and lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end 
of the world." 

The strict communion Baptist writers, instead 
of coming directly to the institution of the Lord's 
supper to prove their doctrine, dwell upon the law of 
baptism, much in the same way, as they say, the 
Pedobaptists dwell upon the law of circumcision, 
when they are called on to show their authority for 
infant sprinkling. Both are compelfed to reason 
alone from analogy. In Mr. Judd's argument, there 
is a united presentation of the institution of two di- 
vine ordinances in an inverted ordter* as to the time 

* The advocates of strict communion formerly laid great stress on 
the order, of time in whteb baptism and the Lord's supper were in- 
stituted, taking it for granted, that John's baptism was Chriatian 
baptism, and inferring fVom its preceding the institution of the Lord^ 
•upper, that baptism is jlSr«^ obligatory,. and that consequently Ifa 
omission is a disqualification for the eucharist. Bfr. Hall, in his.re- 
Tiew of tills ailment, says : " In the details of ciyil life no man 
thinks of regulating his actions by an appeal to the respective dates 
of tlw Misting laws, but solely by a regard to their jost iaterpretk- 
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of thel^ apjwintment, with the view of laying a fouor 
dation to prove, by a mere inference from me order 
of the words in one of * them, that it is a ** violation 
of the law" to attend to them in that order in which 
they were first instituteiL Whether the author die-, 
covered this defect in his fundamental ar^ment> I 
cannot say, but he evidently attempts to strengthen 
his foundation by the mere assertion that '< the order 
in which these duties were^r^t enjoined is compar- 
atively of inferior importance," 

He says, that we ai*e not only required to observe 
these institutions, but to observe them in a certain 

tion i and* were it once admitted as a maxim that the particular law 
last enacted muHt be invariably last obeyed, the affairs of mankind 
would tM into litter confusion. Witb unparalleled Inconsistenoy, 
while the champions of strict communion, aftect on the nubject of 
baptisn^ the utmost veneration for the letter of Scripture, they are 
driven in support of their sentiments to appeal, not to tvfiat is en- 
joinedr^noi to a syllable of Scripture, but to a chronological deduc- 
tion of positive rites ', a hard neoessiiy surely, and the more so when 
it will appeal* in the sequel that this their forlorn ppst is untena- 
ble.** (See Haii;s Werl(, pp^ 116, 117.] 

Am some still adhert^ to the old argument, unimportant as it seems 
to be, I will oifer a few reasons why I cannot believe that John^s 
baptism was a Christian ordinance. I admit that where converts 
are properly lii»tructed, the confession of Christ and baptism are or- 
diaarily tlie Jfr«( duties— not however, because John's baptism was 
introduced before the Lord's supper, IJut because Christ has com- 
manded these duties to follow immediately after faith. Several 
Spriplures represent, and the advocates of strict communion con< 
cede, that John's mission was ieceived from the l<'at/ter. before John 
had become personally acquainted with Jesus Christ. Of course It 
could not be a Christian ordinance unless that may be called Chrl»> 
tian which did not originate with Jesu^ Christv If that which pri^ 
ceedcd directly from the Father and not openly through the Bon, is 
properly called Cliri/ti.m, it follows tliat the thousand types and 
shadows given under the law are ChristiMi rites.' IP the circum- 
stance of Christ's authori7.ing his disciples to aid John in making 
disciples and baptizing tlieni, proves (as Messrs. Kinghorn and Ful- 
ler contend,) the baptism of John to be a Christian ordinance, the 
fact that Christ also coTumtinded one whbm he healed^ to " go and 
offer for his cleansing those things which Moses commanded," proves 
in like manner,, that all the ceremonies contained in the fourteenth 
chapter of Leviticus are Christian ordinances! It is bssential to 
Christian bapMsm that it be performed in the name of Christ. But 
we have no evidence that John baptized in this name. If he had. It 
is scarcely possible that a circumstance so important, should have 
been omitted by the s^red bistorians. Is it probable that John wm 
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order. " This order," he further remarks, " is pre- 
acfibed in the commission." Let the reader re-eX- 
amine the commission to ascertain what institutions 
are mentioned in it, and the order in which they are 
named. In vain may he look for even a word about 
the institution of the X^ord's supper, or church fel- 
lowship. But it is perfectly ;true that there are two 
particular things^ (institutions if you please,) men- 
tioned there in a ^< certain order." And it is equally 
true that the same order in which they are mention- 
ed in the commission, is confirmed and enforced> by 
apostolic example, as well as by the nature and de- 

baptizing in the name of Jesus, when he testified of him, **rknew 
Aim notV* It is written : " There went out unto him all the land 
of Judea, and they of Jerusalem, and were eUl baptized of him in 
the river of Jordan." It seems scarcely possible that these multi- 
tudes, comprising probably a majority of the nation, became true 
Christians ; especially when we neflect that they could scarcely be- 
lieTe in one who was unknotun even to John their preacher. Though 
** all men held John as a prophet," yet on our Savior's manifestation 
of himself to Israel, comparatively few believed on hira. " His 
own" nation ^^ received him not," but crucifled him. And after his 
resurrection, but about ^ve hundred brethren assembled to see him. 
After an addition of three thousand in one day, besides large daily 
additions, it seems that the number of the men that believed at Je- 
rusalem was but five thousand. If John's disciples were Christians, 
what had become of themf Jesus said that none had arisen greater 
than John the Baptist, and yet that the " least in the kingdom of 
heaven is greater than he." Does not this imply that John was not 
in that kingdom? John's baptism, being but the baptisnc of r^ent- 
ance, did not imply regeneration, consequently it watt not IHiriatian 
baptism. John said *^ I must decrease," implying that ]k)0 clxaractor 
of his mission was transient. If so, it was not Christiln. The re- 
baptizing of the twelve disciples at Ephesus, who had been baptized 
unto John's baptism, since no explanation is given, leaves just sup- 
pcwition that his baptism was not considered valid as a Christian 
institution. Paul says, "As many of up as were baptized into Jeans 
Christ, were baptized into [the belief of] his death." But John's 
disciples were not baptised into the belief of this doctrine. If John's 
baptism were Christian baptism, the most of the nation apostatized 
A-om the ftith of Christianity. If sb, why is there no allusion to 
this most aggravating circumstanceTof their guilt f John's baptism 
WM a preparatory rite for a kingdort at handy but not yet set np, and 
consequently is never spoken of in the Scriptures (as Christian bap- 
tism is,) without some qualifying word to distinguish it ; but is al- 
ways called either John's baptism, the baptism of repentandSe, or is 
otherwise distinguished. Again, miraculous gifts often attended 
ChrisUan baptism j but never accompanied the baptiw of John. 
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eiffn of the institutions.* The first thing command-^ 
ed in the commission is to *'teach;^^ that is, disciple 
or make Christians. The second ai)d last partictuar 
thing commanded is to baptize ^Hkem;^' that is, those 
who are discipled or converted. Thus far the order 
is nati^ral and the inference easy. Nor can they be 
inverted without the grea^test violence to all the prin- 
ciples of just criticism. But what authority nave 
we to add a third link to the chain, selecting a par- 
ticular thing out of the "Ail things whatsoever 
Christ commanded," and giving it such a promi- 
nence' labOve the others, as the Savibr did not think 
fit to give it.^ and then to insist that the same con- 
nexion exists between the second and this imaginary 
third, that there is between the first and second? 
The fact is, and it is a,very plain one, that this latter 
part of the commission, "teaching them to observe," 
occ, is entirely supplementary to the former j and its 
plain and natural meaning is, that those persons who 
shall have been discipled, are to be carefully taught 
all the truths and all the duties of the Christian re- 
ligion without exception. Thus we see that the 
words of the commission prove nothing at all on the 
subject. They do prove that men, must be discipled 
before they are baptized^ but on the subject of com- 
munion and church fellowship they are perfectly 
silent. 

But should our brethren still insist that the mere 
order of the words in the commission is proof that 
church fellowship and communion (being parts ofthe 
things to be taught,) . should be withheld from all 
but the baptized, it is replied, that this position 
proves too much, and therefore destroys the whole 
force of the argument.. For instance, we are told 
in the preceding extract, that " the order in which 
these several duties are here stated, is as imperative 
as the duties themselves." It is further insisted that 
there are three distinct terms in progression instead 
of two. But if there are three, the third is not 
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church fellowship, nor church communion, but 
Christian instructtoh. It will follow then on his own 
principles of argument, that thi9 Jast, (viz. Christian 
instruction in all its parts,) must be as absolutely with- 
held from all who are not baptized, as it is that bap- 
tism must be withheld from those who' have not beeii 
discipled. It is not sufficient that we refuse to ad- 
mit them into a \)isible church, -and deny them the 
privilege of sitting with us at the table of the Lord, 
but we must absolutely exclude them from all Chris- 
tian knowledge. Nay, further still, not only is this 
order enjoined imperatively upon the minister as his 
rule of preaching, but also upon the candidate as 
his rule of obeying. And as it would be criminal 
in the latter to be baptized befbre being discipled, so 
it would be equally criminal in him either to learn 
or obey any of those things which Christ has com- 
manded until he is baptizsd. If it be objected that 
the rule will only apply to those things which are 
peculiarly Christian duties, the answer is, that the 
rule applies unavoidably to " whatsoever Christ has 
cornmandedy No matter whether or not the things 
commanded had been enjoined in the' law or taught 
by the light of nature. It includes all that he either 
originated or adopted into his gospel. Has he com- 
manded us to pray in his name, to deny self, to bear 
the daily cross, to love our enemies, to seeK not our 
own but our neighbor's good? These and "all 
things whatsoever he has commanded" are peculiar - 
ly Christian duties, and can only be performed by 
Christians. The conclusions then, to which this 
course of argument would lead us, are these. We 
may disciple all nations so that they become Chris- 
tians in heart and life, but then if they mistake the 
manner in whi6h baptism is to be performed, though 
they may be sincere and even very desirous to subr 
mit to it just in Christ's appointed way, yet if in 
our opinion, they have erred, our commission to 
them ends, and we must henceforth reject them, tiot 
6 
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onlj froip church iTclIowship and churcK commun- 
iquy but jeJso warn them to ayoid every Christian 
duty, not even excepting the reception of Christian 
instruction. And next, all nations and all' men may 
become discisleSy niay believe in Christ and partake 
of his spirit, out if then they should err with regard 
to what Constitutes bajitism, they are not only not 
required to perform any other Christian duty, but 
the very performance oi it, however pure and holy 
theiif motives, would be a '^violation of the law.'* 
" For the order in which these several duties are 
stated is just as imperative as the duties themselves, 
and it may be as eonclusively maintained that the 
second duty niust precede the third as that the first 
must precede the second." 

Thus the intelligent reader will see that this boaat- 
ed argument from the cpmmission, this main pillar 
in the fabric of restricted communion, proves noth- 
ing at all on the subject, or it proves too much, which 
is exactly equivalent to proving nothing. ' 

Though tne foregoing is considered a sufficient 
answer to the entire argument derived from the 
commission, yet there is another assumption in it 
which deserves notice, because it is made to hold a 
prominent place in all the reasonings on that side of 
the question, and mingles intimately with every part 
of the system of strict communion. 

The assumption alluded to is this: that church 
fellowship is distinct from Christian fellowship, and 
is th^ consequence of a visibly organized church un- 
ion. This assumption involves a complete inversion 
of the estaUished order of some of the fundamen- 
tal principles of the Christian religion. It is put- 
ting cause for effect and effect for cause. In fact 
the very reverse of this is true. Church union is 
the consequence of Christian fellowship. I know 
of no church fellowship that is not Christian fellow- 
•hip. The latter, if undisturbed by our errors or 
our prejudices, will as naturally produce the former 
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as fire will produce heat or the rising sun shed liffht 
upon the earth. How can it be otherwise ? " W» 
are all [Christians] baptized by one spirit into one 
body and have all been made to drink into one 
Spirit." And what can be the effect of this, but un<- 
ion? If Christian fellowship and church fellowship 
are not identical^ the only difference that exists be- 
tween them, is the difference between a part of a 
thing and the whole of the same. * Then as all the 
parts of a thin^ are included in the whole, churck 
communion is mcluded in Christian communion. 
And if Christian fellowship is,' as we have shpwn, 
the cause of church fellowship, how can we consist 
tently profess to have the former for any Christian, 
or class of Christians, to whom we at tl^e same time 
refuse to extend the privileges of the latter? It is 
not even pretended that the Scriptures name church 
fellowship in distinction from Christian fellowship.. 
This distinetion is essential to the argument, unless 
our strict communion brethren would disclaim all 
Christian fellowship with other denominations,, 
which they do not pretend to do. They do not even 
carry out this distinction in their own church build- 
ing, for they invariably extend their fello.wship by 
vote to unbaptized persons before they will aomit 
them to that ordinance. So in fact their own church, 
fellowship undeniably precedes the baptiism of their 
members. 

The above remarks are not designed to represent 
that converts Ought not to be baptized immediately 
after believing, but merely to show that if they hon- 
estly mistake their duty, while they are acknowledg- 
ed to be Christians, they ought not to be shut out 
from the means 6f grace, without an express pro- 
hibition from the Head of the church. The primi- 
tive converts were baptized as soon as they believed 
without any reference, so far as we are informed, to 
their connection with particular churches. Some- 
times their baptism took place on a journey, or in 
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the night, when there was evidently no church as- 
sembled to receive them: Iheir connection with a 
church was an afler duty. But where is the author- 
ity to prove that obedience to the law of baptism, 
rather than obedience to the other gospel precepts, 
was invariably required as a condition of admission 
to church fellowship? There is no particular form 
given in the Scriptures for orffanizihg individual 
churches. The whole gospel, the law of the body 
of Christ, is their only chart; and their individual 
organization and government niust be regulated 
alone by the general law of the kingdom. Hence, 
to deny to the acknowledged citizens of the king- 
dom, such rights and immunities as the eternal King 
has willed to all his subjects, and this under the mere 
unscriptural pretence that baptism is an invariable 
" prerequisite to church fellowship," to say the least, 
bears not the impress of divine wisdom. God did 
not let Israel know the place of Moses' burial, for 
had they known it, probably they would have wor- 
shipped his body. It may be that for a similar rea- 
son, Christ designedly lefl his church without a par- 
ticular form for individual church building. Such a 
seeming help might have been of temporary use to 
some, but to others it would have been a snare. 
Some would have overrated the form, trusting in it 
while destitute of its spirit; others would have mis- 
understood it and have been excluded for honest 
mistakes. Hence, when Christ directed the closing 
up of the inspired writings without their containing 
a rule to exclude invariably unbaptized believers 
from his church and from his ordinances. He did 
it not Ciarelessly, but in the full exercise of his infi- 
nite wisdom. 

If the commission to teach all of Christ's com- 
mands does not extend to unbaptized believers, and 
their admissioii to the Lord's supper is conse^uently 
a violation of the law, in what condition does it pre- 
sent the most of the Christian world, who in the judg- 
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meutof the Baptists, haVe never been baptized? 
They are peither of the world nor of the churches 
of Christ. They are to be treated, however, as 
Christians, because they keep Christ's commands-, 
though this very obedience is a "violation of his 
lavir." Christ receives them notwithstanding their 
practice is subversive of his order; but then he is a 
Sovereign and can do as he please, while we are 
but servants* and must not imitate his example in 
this particular, lest we become partakers of their* 
sins. It not only holds them up as inverting the or- 
der of the great commission, as despisers of Christ's 
authority, but as being, in fact, excluded from every 
duty and privilege of the whole Christian profession. 
They must of course be " shut up under the law," 
having no hope of final salvation unles^ it be on the 
same ground on which some alledge that.certaip pa- 
gans will be saved, namely, because they were so ig- 
norant that they knew no better than to^do as they 
did. Thus Presbyterians, Methodists, and all Pe- 
dobaptist churches, comprising a greater part of 
the Christian world, "in all their church visibility, or- 
dinations, and pretended obedience to Jesus Christ, 
have been but rebelling against God. Their pray- 
ers, their preaching, their perseverance, their order, 
and discipline, their labors for the conversion of the 
world, and even their travail of soul for sinners and 
their glorious revivals, have all been criminal. Je- 
sus Christ hath not re<}uired these things at their 
hand; they are but an inversion of the order of the 
great commission, a " manifest violation of the law" 
which Christ gave for the regulation of his church- 
es to the end of the world ! 

But the inquiry will arise, do the advocates of 
strict communion intend by this argument to prove 
all of the above ? Certainly not. They are, how- 
ever, under the necessity of proving it all, or of 
abandoning the argument, and with it, the system of 

* Fuller*! ConyenatiOM, p, 107. 
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Strict communion. Undoubtedly they merely wish 
to prove that their method of church building is the 
onhr gospel hiet'hod, and that all who do not unite 
with them, are without the sacred pales of the visi- 
ble' church. The argument is intended to give a 
well meant testimony against the perversion of the 
ordinance of baptism, but at the same time it un- 
churches and unchristianizes all denominations but 
the Baptists. • That the argument in question has 
not been here misrepresented is evident from the 
following extract. The great champion of strict 
con\munion, Mr Kinghorn, says :• " If the above 
evidence be justly stcSed, there is a real instituted 
eenneetion between baptism and the whole sue- 
CEEDiko Christian raoFESsioN, so that there is 
NO REASON WHY THE CONNECTION BE- 
UW^N BATTISM AND THE LORD'S SUP- 
. PEH* SHOULD BE MORE DISTINCTLY 
MARKEJP THAN BETWEEN BAPTISSi, 
AND AOT5)*rH^R3)UTY OR PRIVILEGE ! ! !» 
This extract is an important one, as it contains an 
honest avowal of the whole result of the argument 
founded^on the order of the apostolic commission. 

I will^close the review of this argument with Mr 
.Haul's replv to Mr. Kinghorn. These remarks 
have, .^I think,) received no notice from either 
.Messrs Kinghorn or Fuller in their review of Mr 
Hall's Reply. 

Says Mr HaHit '^ But if this be the case [that 
there is no mord... (connection between baptism and. 
the Lord's supper,' than between baptism and 
any other duty or privilege] why do toey confine 
their restriction to the mere act of communion at 
the Lord's table ? In every other respect they feel 
no scruple in acknowledging thei members of other 
denominations as Christians; they ioin with them in 
the most sacred duties; they intercnange devotional 

* " Baptiim a term of communioa," p. 80. 
t HaU'a worka, pp. 187—190. 
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•enrices; they profess to value, and not unfrequent- 
Iv condescend to entreat an interest in their prayers^ 
In a word, no one who had not witnessed their com- 
menv>ratioh of the Lord's supper, would suspect 
they made any distinction. There are a thousand 
acts which they perform towards such as practice 
infant sprinkling., which would be criminal and ab- 
surd on any other supposition, than that of their be- 
ing members of Christ, and co-heirs of eternal life. 
By the mouth of our author, whom they are proud 
of considering as their organ, they inform us that 
every other duty and privilege is as much , depen- 
dent on baptism as the celebration of the eucharist; 
yet it is this duty and this privilege alone, in which 
they refuse to participate with Christians of other 
]>ersuasions. How will they reconcile their prac- 
tice and their theory; or rather, how escape the rid- 
icule attached to such a glaring contradiction ? How 
is it that they have presumed to break down the sa- 
cred fence, to throw all open, and make all things 
common, with the exception of one narrow enclos- 
ure? What in the mean time becomes of apostolic 
practice, and ancient precedent? How admirably 
are these illustrated by their judicious selection of 
the Lord's table, as the spot over which to suspend 
the ensigns of party. 

«* Is not prayer in the name of Jesus a peculiarity 
of the new dispensation, and is not the requesting a 
Pedobaptist to present it in our behalf, as clear an 
acknowledgement of his Christianity as admitting 
him to conununion; and consequently as incompat- 
ible with his own maxim, .that the '^church of 
Christ acting upon the rule he has laid down, cannot 
reco^ize any person as his disciple, who is not 
baptized in his name ?" 

<< Mr Kingfaom is bound by his own declaration jn 
his treatment of other denominations, to abstain 
from every action which will imply an explicit ac- 
Imowledgement of their being Christians^ so that m 
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far as he is conoerned, it is of no consequence what- 
ever, whether prayer or priaise belong to natural or 
revealed religion, or wliether they are, or are not, 
exclusive ordinancies of the church; the only ques- 
tion is, whether the reciprocation of such services 
with other denominations, be npt a recognition of 
their Christianity. If it be, he is by his acknowK 
edgement as much obliged to abandon it, as the 
practice of open conununion, and exactly for the 
same reason; since he informs us that his objections 
to that practice are not founded on any peculiar 
connection betwixt communion and baptism, but on 
the comipon relation which the latter bears to " all 
the duties of Christianity." 

" The distress and embarrassment which the con- 
sciousness of his glaring inconsistency occasioned 
the venerable Booth, are sufficiently depicted in his 
apology. The sturdy saint perfectly reels and stag- 
gers under its insupportable weight, which, to use the 
language of Archbishop Tillotson, it is a millstone 
round the neck of strict communion, which will in- 
evitably sink it into perdition; an incongruity which 
the most obtuse understanding perceives, and no 
degree of acumen can defend; and which so totally 
annuls the plea of original precedent, which is their 
sheet anchor, as to leave it doubtful whether its ad- 
vocates are most at variance with the apostles or 
with themselves. The venerable apologist has re- 
course to the same distinctions with the present 
writer; but with so little success, and apparently 
with so little satisfaction to himself, that ii me spir- 
it of controversy did not blunt our sensibility, we 
should sincerely sympathize with his distress. It is 
humiliating to see the manly and majestic mind of a 
Booth stooping to such miserable logomachies. 

" The advocates of the restrictive system must 
change their ground; they must either go forwards 
or backwards. They have already conceded so 
much to the members of other denominations, that 
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if they would preserve the least show of consisten- 
cy, they must either concede more, pr withdraw 
what they have panted. They have most unrea- 
sonably and capriciously stopped, and fixed their 
encampment where no mortal before ever thouffht 
of staying for a moment. They remain immovable 
(to change the fisure) not because they rest on any 
solid basis, but because thev are suspended betwixt 
the love of the brethren and the remains of intoler- 
ance; just as Mahomet's tonib is said to hang be- 
twixt two magnets of equal powers placed in oppo- 
site directions." 



CHAPTER Y. 

GENERAL AVO CONCLUDING REMARKS. 

On the positions assumed hy otar strict communion 
brethren — Baptism the door into the visible church 
— a test of sincerity — On their shrinking from the 
result of their ovm arguments-^On this imposs^ili- 
ty of deducing strict communion from any general 
principle — On the collision between their feelings 
and their theory. 

Other arguments for strict communion have been 
founded on the followins positions: That as baptism 
IS the divinely appointedaoor into the visible church, 
it would be wrong for man to " make a breach, a 
schism in the side of the building to accommodate 
Christians with a side entrance"* — ^that baptism is 
the appointed and essential mode of professmg faith 
in Christ t — a test of our sincerity^ — a "separating 
line" among the children of God by Christ's own 
appointment — a " test to distinguish Christ's follow- 

* F«U«r's Con. p. 159. t FuUtr'i Con. p. 19S. | Booth'f Apol. p. 111. 
GS 



1&4 ' GEVSRAL AND 

era from the rest of n]ankmdi"*^-4bat the mutual 
coiQmunion of all skints implies a criminal dispena- 
ing with a New Testament ordinance — and a trans- 
gression' of the law that requires us to withdraw 
from every brother that walketh disorderly. 

These positions and the inferences drawn iroih 
them, require but little notice, until at least, some 
Scripture testimony is produced to establish them. 
Christ has never said that baptism is the door, but 
he has said that he is the door. So if any are dis- 
posed to affirm, on their own authority , that baptism 
IS not only a door, but the "front door" into the 
church, and represent Christ as the mere side en- 
. trance, they must see to it. If baptism had been con- 
sidered the door into the primitive church, it is a 
little sfngular, according to the arguments of our 
strict communion brethren, that multitudes should 
have passed through the door^ (John's baptism,) 
years before the house, to which the door belonged, 
was erected; for, according to Mr. Fuller, the visi- 
ble church was not formed till the day of pentecost.f 
If baptism were the door into a visible church, the 
' eunuch, who was baptized on his journey, must have 
been conducted by an inspired administrator to a 
door far off from the house or church to which it 
belonged. That baptism is a mode of confessing 
Christ is readily admitted, but that it is "the mode" 
of confessing Christ cannot be admitted, while the 
Scriptures authorize "confession with the mouth 
vnto salvation,*^ That Christ should have appoint- 
ed a "separating line" to divide his' own body, 
seems to contradict, not only his prayer in the 1 7th 
chapter of John, but also the whole gospel system. 
That baptism cannot be a test of sincerity, neither a 
test to distinguish Christians from the world, is evi- 
dent from the facts that the insincere may submit to 
it as well as the sincere, atid that the world cannot 

* Booth's Apology, p. 156. , 

t.Fmier'a Con. pp. €9, 70, tad the note. 
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teU by seeing a person whether he has been baptized 
or not. While the constitution and government of a 
church are distinct from its privileges, the admission 
of conscientious unbaptized Christians to the Lord's 
supper, is not a dispensing with baptism. As welt 
mignt the charge be sustained, that every church 
dispenses with the command which requires per^ 
feetian, because theyreceive imperfect Christians to 
their communion. The cases, so far as I can judge, 
are precisely parallel. The command, " withdraw 
yourselves from every brother that walketh disor- 
derly," proves nothing as to communion, or else it 
proves too much: for it requires us to withdraw from 
the character in question, in every thing which im-- 
plies an acknowledgment of his Christianity. If the 
command will apply to the exclusion of honest mis* 
taken Christians rrom the Lord's table, it will ecjual- 
ly prove that all imperfect Christians, being "disor- 
aeriy," are to be rejected from any part in the house 
of God. 

All the noted works which have been written in 
favor of strict communion, are not only defensive 
and controversial, but have more the appearance of 
mere skirmishes than of a regular battle. The rea- 
son of this doubtless is the utter impossibility of their 
deducing strict communion from any general rule 
or comprehensive principle. Thus they have never 
brouffht a single argument to prove their doctrine 
which they are willing to carry out in their treat- 
ment of other Christians. All the Scriptures which 
they quote in defence of their system, are such as 
originally referred alone to immoral persons, or at 
liost to such as were not fellowshiped as the chil- 
dren of God. For example, when tney would show 
the ma^itude of the error of those who substitute 
sprinklmgfor baptism, they refer to the wrath which 
fell upon iJzziah, Saul, and the sons of Aaron, be- 
cause they departed from the letter of the law, or 
took upon themselves to do such things as had not 
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been commanded; or they a note such New Testa- 
ment directions as are applicable to none but the 
wicked. Yet when they are asked if they do actu* 
ailv look upon Pedobaptist Christians in the same 
liffht, and are willing to treat them as the enemies 
of God, they shrink with horror from the result of 
their own argument. 

That the unity of the churc^ can never be main* 
tained on the principle that no misunderstanding and 
consequent deviation from any "existing divine 
commands" are to be tolerated in the church, the 
experience of ages has rendered sufficiently evident. 
Says Mr. Hall: *' How the mere act of communion 
with a Christian brother, whose practice we judee 
to be erroneous in a certain partieular, can be jusdy 
considered as conferring a sanction on his error is a 
little mysterious. If this is a fair construction, it 
must proceed on the general principle that comimun- 
ion sanctions all the imperfections, speculative and 
practical, of the members it includes; and thus our 
opponents must be understood to approve all the 
perverse tempers, and erroneoils views of individu- 
als whom they receive into fellowship. Will they 
abide this consequence? But how is it possiUe to 
escape it, if to tolerate and to sanction, to forbear 
and to approve, are the same thing ?" * According to 
diis sentiment, "Whenever one Christian deema 
another to live in the neglect and violation of a posi- 
tive command, however conscientious and sincere, 
Ae must renounce the communion of the party 
which he supposes eironeous. The few societies 
which have attempted to carry this theory into prac- 
tice, have exhibited such a series of feuds and quaf^ 
rels as are amply sufficient to ensure its reproba- 
tion." f 

The history of the Christian church presents no 
class, except the strict communion Baptists, who 
eoiitend for the exclusion of acknowledged Chria- 

*BmXP9 Works, ^ 90a tHall'k Worki,pp. 88t, 888. 
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tiaas from the Lowd'a table. There is not theleeet 
trace for the principle for which they contend, in the 
history of the church for many hundred years after 
the introduction of sprinkling. As soon as this prao> 
tice was introduced into the church, though multi- 
tudes opposed it as not being valid baptism, yet in 
no instance have we any evidence that a single Uhri»- 
tian considered this error as to baptism, a disquali- 
fication for the Lord's supper. Hence, our strict 
communion brethren have reason seriously to in- 
quire, whether they have not themselves as evident- 
ly departed from the doctrine of the apostles, and of 
the fathers of the church, in relation to the commun- 
ion of saints, as have the Pedobaptists in relation to 
baptism. 

If the statement be true, that the advocates of strict 
communion have not a sinele prinpiple, neither a 
single Scripture from which the^ can prove their 
doctrine, and not by the same prmciple or applica- 
tion of Scripture unchristianize other denominations, 
the inquiry will arise, how have they so extensivetar 
succeeded in propagating and sustaining their, pecufr" 
iar sentiments? The answer is plain. Their prin- 
cipiU distinctive characteristic as a denomination has 
been the Scriptural doctrine as to baptism. On this 
subject their arguments have been unanswerable. 
But when they nave argued on the subject of com- 
munion, they have either confounded it with bap- 
tism, expatiating on the clearness of the law on that 
point, or else tlMy have assumed that baptism is aa 
mvariable prerequisite to the Lord's supp^*, uid 
throughout all their arguments, freauentily asserted 
this position in a great variel^ of terms, and with 
great confidence. As to the former method of ar-« 
gument, though sectarian policy may direct it, it ia 
quite certain that it has nothing to do with the sub* 
ject. As to the latter mode, it may justly remind 
one of the lawyer who said to his pupils, '< I am 
BOW about to give you a rule to complete your edik^ 
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eetion as lawverti. ' On your faithful observance of 
this role, viu depend yofwr success as pleaders. It 
is this: Where* your client lacks proof, strenftfaen 
that poiut by frequent and confident assertions, as 
though no one could doubt' that position." Says 
Mr:liall: ''The prevalence of this disposition to 
bow to authority, and to receive opinions upon trust, 
is strikingly iUustrated by the fmlowing anecdote. 
A highly respected friend of mine, on asking one of 
his deacons, a man of primitive piety and integrity, 
what abjections he had to mixed conununion, he re- 

glied with ffreat simplicity, that he had two—in the 
rst place, Mr. Fuller did not approve of it, and in 
the next, the Scripture declares, that he who puHa 
down a hedge, a serpent shall bite him. The good 
man verv properly placed that reason first, which 
carried the greatest weight with it."** 

Scarcely any thing was more abhorrent to the wri- 
ters of the Hew Testament than the idea of a schism 
in the church, the body of Christ. The^ and the 
fathers dwelt upon its unity in strains of mimitable 
eloquence as one of the nomest specimens of infinite 
wisdom, and as one of the most powerful means for 
the conversion of the world. Angels and even the 
Son of God have watched that unity with an inter- 
est which no language can describe. But if the dif^ 
ferent denominations must set up their peculiarities 
as the test, and exclude acknowledged Christians 
from the Lord's supper, how can Chnst 'sprayer for 
the unity of believers be answered, ana a gazing 
world be convinced that the' Father sent him ? The 
HoljT Ghost has informed us that one object of 
Christ's death was to <' father into one the children 
of God scattered abroad." And can it be that the 
commemoration of that death should be the very 
oceasion of scattering those children of God wko 
unite in other parts of divine worship P 

*Hall*li Wo^ p, 88S. 
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That the principles of strict communioa are oD»b 
contrary to the feelings of Christians, has been ad- 
mitted by its advocates. It has been several times 
reported that their own missionaries among the 
heathen, when meeting with other Christians on 
communion seasons, have so keenly felt the incon- 
sistency of their sentiments, that they have welcom- 
ed them to the sacred feast. It has been confessed 
by our opponents, that the noted Dr. Stillman of 
Boston, " had he consulted his feelings only, would 
have avowed himself an open communionist."* 
Christmas Evans, the celebrated Welch preacher, 
is represented as being " delighted with the idea of 
universal Christian communion." f And even their 
^eatest writer, Mr. Andrew Fullejr, on one occa- 
sion, was so far influenced by the stune feeling, that 
he actually communed with Pedobaptista,^ If there 
be such a thing as an ^'Anointing which teacheth all 
things," some of their greatest and best iien have so 
felt its influence, that at times, they have even reeled 
beneath its power. The convictioi^ that " God ha$ 
put no difference between" those whose hearts he 
nas "purified by faith," and that he communes with 
all such, giving them the great substance, has oflen 
caused the strict communion brethren the most seri- 
ous misgivings of heart. In times of revival, when 
all Christians have been baptized into the same spir- 
it, their practice has sometimes caused the most de- 
voted members extremely agonizing pangs. Though 
a Christian's mere feelings dre not an invariable ev- 
idence of truth, yet when those feelings are the result 
of love to God and to the saints, when they origin- 
ate not in selfishness, but in the very spirit of revi- 
vals, if they come in contact with our theory^ we 
ought to pause and carefully inquire, whether ft be 
possible that the truth of God and the love of the 
Drethren should produce such a collision between our 

• Fttltor>a Con. p. 284. t FuUer'i Con. p. 220. t HalPi Works p. ,281. 
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praetiee and oar best and holiest feelinn. May the 
fire of God's love continue to bum till it shall con- 
sume and utterly destroy every barrier that sepa- 
rates his ehildren-^-until "the watchmen shall see 
eysTto eye and lift up their voice together." 
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COMMUNION OF SAINTS. 



.There seems not to be an ordinance nor item of 
faith 6f the Christian church upon which profesapra 
of religion do not differ. Warm and protracted con- 
tests have involved the plainest doctrine of the Bi- 
ble in clouds and mvsteries. Men have hot been 
content to do their duty only, but have often per- 
formed for ordinances in the Christian church that 
which Christ never ordained, and that which his 
apostles never practiced. Even the Lord's supper 
is made a subject of controversy. In order to vin- 
dicate the propriety of the " eommtmion of »aint*'* 
— ^the free communion of aU saints — I shall proceed 
in the following order. 

I. Define the sense of the term eommunton. 

II. 'Circumstances attending its institution^ time, 

III. TJie design of Christ in its institution. 

IV. Who are the proper subjects^ 

V. State and answer the arguments in fonvr of 
sectarian or close communion. 

VI. Bring objections against sectarian or dose 
communion. 

Feeling as I do no censorious spirit rankle in m j 
bosom against those who hold and practice difiereni- 
ly — and that God looks on while 1 write — I trust I 
shall handle this subject candidly. Blessed Jesus ! 
has it come to this, that thy own children shall dilTer 
about that ordinance wherein they view thy body 
broken and thy blood shed for their sins f 
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I. Definition of the term communion. 
This term in the Greek is Koinonai (communion.) 
This term signifies, " The act of partaking in, com- 
munityi companionship, relationship." (Oonegan.} 
Christians can ^^ partake in^^ the emblems of the 
body and blood of their Savior— can form a Christian 
" comwMntfw" — ^be in a state* of ^' eompanionsh^'* 
with other Christians in the kingdom and patience of 
Jesus — and have the dearest ^' relationship" with 
him, without being baptized. This being an axiom, 
needs no proof. There is then nothing in the term 
in Greek that carries the idea of the previous baptism 
of the subjects of this rite ; nor that they who surround 
the Lord's table must think precisely alike * on all 
other subjects. It is necessary to have it fairly un- 
derstood m the outset, that the point of difference 
between Freewill Baptists and Close Communion 
Baptists is whether baptism is or is not an indispen- 
sable prerequisite to a proper observance of the Lord^a 
supper. We and our C. Baptist brethren can cer- 
tamly have no difference of opinion respecting the 
action of baptism; for we all agree that immersion 
is the. only water baptism. But the question is, " la 
this immersion related to the celebration of the 
Lord^s supper in such a manner that without it, it is 
inconsistent and sinful to come to the Lotd's table .^** 
Will any one contend that from the import of the 
term communion in the original a previous immer- 
sion is supposed? Certainly not. But let us look 
at the signification of the term in English. 1. It 
signifies ho^j^g something in common with others. 
The text so bfl^n quoted (Acts 2:42) to prove the 
" order of the ordinances," has no more to do with 
the eelebration of the last supper, than Exodus 15:9, 
has. Says one ^*they were in fellowship." So 
have thousands ate their meals in fellowship. In the 
46th verse, it is* said, " They continued daily with 
one accord in the temple and breaking bread from 
bouse to house." Here " bretdeit^ of bread" means 
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the act of taking their common meals. Nothing more. 
They aet their meat with gladness — ^the^r did not fast, 
but had plenty. I grant that this brec^in^ of bread 
was a communion, but not the communion M the 
Lord's table. There is nothing here even intimated 
of the observance of that ordinance; yet this is the 
text so oflen brought into view to* prove the 'border" 
of the ordinances by the advocates of close coi^mun- 
ion. 2. Conformity or agreement. 2 Cor. 6:14, 
" What conamunioD hath light with darkness?" . We 
know that light and darkness are states that do not 
conform one to the other; and where one exists the 
other cannot exist at the same time. Hera, then, it 
denotes conformity or agreement. 3. To contrive 
or consult together. Luke 7:11, " They communed 
one with another what they might do to Jesus." 
Ps. 4:4, Commune with thine own heart and be still. 
Luke 24:15, ''While they communed together and 
reasoned. " Thus we see to consiUt, agree or conirive 
together, in the sense in which the inspired writers 
used the word, was a cbmm'union. 4. The Lord's 
supper. 1 Cor. 10:15, "Thecupof blessings which 
we bless, is it not the communion of the blood of 
Christ? The bread that we breaks is it not the com- 
munion of the body. of Christ?" I have now given 
the four theological definitions of the word conmiun- 
ion, and find them all reducible into one meaning, 
that is agreement. In this last mentioned significa- 
tion of the term, we understand aconformity of soul 
to Christ, and an agreement with other Cnristians 
in thb rite. So in the English there is no previous 
baptism implied by the term communion; and the 
idea that such a sense is contained in it or conveved 
hp it is purely chimerical. According to any defini- 
tion of this term, I may consistently and understand- 
ingly sit down at the Lord's table with a brother in 
Christ, though in some other points we differ; for 
here vje agree, or commune. If the conununion or 
agreement is real in celebrating this supper, i%it not 
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Hicbiuristent for him or myself to express by our Bt- 
tions a virhuU non^ommunion or (^tsa^reemenr? L 
wish to impress this thought. There is among or- 
thodox denominations of Christians a real agreement 
or communion in th« celebration of this suppe)*;^ and 
it is inconsistent for any one of them to say, "We 
cannot — ^we do not commune or agree with you," 
when they do agree in the thing to be done and how 
it 18 done I But that there is nothing in any correct 
definition of the term communion, either in Greek 
or English, to prohibit unbaptized Christians parta- 
king of the emblems of Christ's body and blood at 
ki$ own table, and in obedience to his own command, 
will never be denied^ 

n. The dreumstanees attending^ the instittttian of 
this supper, time, Sfc. 

This supper was instituted in the night in which 
Christ was betrayed by the' traitorous and suicidal' 
Judas« 1 Cor. 11:SS. It was on the night before 
the Jewish passover^ John W:28, "They them- 
■elTes went not into the judgment hall lest they 
should be defiled; but that they might eat the pass- 
orer." We read also, John 19:13, 14, that when 
Pilate brought Jesus forth to the judgment hall, it 
was the preparation of the passover, and about the 
sixth hour. From this^ it is evident our Lord was 
betrayed before the Jewish passovei'^r and that he 
instituted this supper before he was betrayed. . At 
the time of the Jewish passover, Palestine was en- 
veloped in darkness — ^the temple's veil was rent 
.asunder — ^the hills and valleys were shook by awfuL 
convulsions — and the lights of heaven refused to il- 
luminate a scene so hellish as the murdering of the 
Son of God ! It is hardly rational to suppose that 
under circumstances alarming as these, that a guilty, 
murderous community would celebrate a national 
feast. It is highly probable that the Jews did nbt 
eat the passover at the time the Lord our passover 
hung upon the cross. It is true, we read that Christ 



msTiTUTioir OF THft coMMVirioir. 167 



ate the pptaorer with his disciples' before he 
betrayed, (Luke S2:15,) and we know that the m 
over was to be eaten: on the Jburteenth day of the 
month Nisan or Abib, (a part of March and a part 
of April.) But this amounts to no oontradictipiiy. 
when we consider the matter critically. The Jews 
began and ended their days at sunset. Christ aiid 
his apostles ate in the evening which commenced 
xhe fiurteenth day; and the Jews were to eat on the 
evening that dosed the fourteenth day. It is evident 
he ate a passover with his disciples before he was 
betrayed; and after that passover was eaten, he in- 
stituted the Lord's supper. The reason why I am 
mora minute on this pomt, iis, I wish to arrive at 
<< the order** of the oroinances which our close com- 
munion brethren endeavor to establish, only I ex-- 
pect to differ in **the order** with them in this re- 
spect, viz: that the supper wets instituttd before^ 
Uhristian baptism, '* Order,'' says one of their au- 
thors, ," is Heaven's first law." 

Again, as to the time of the .institution of the sup- 
per and baptism. Every Protestant will acknowl^ 
edge that none but Christ has power to institute 
ordinances in his church; and that the order in which' 
he instituted them is the order of his church, or king- 
donu The last supper our Lord instituted in the 
night in which he was betrayed, ajd about forty 
three days before he instituted Cnristian baptism ! ! 
" Order,'* says Mr. Foster, '*^is as beautiful in relig- 
ion as in the works of creation." So I say, but 
who shall establish the order? I ask any Baptist or 
Pedobaptist, " Where do you get your authority for 
baptizing?" The answer is, ** From the conmiiss- 
ion which Christ ^ave to his disciples," relying on 
his promise, that m the performance of this rite he 
will be with you to the end of tine. When did ho 
give this commission ? About the time of his glori- 
ous ascension f And this was shout forty three-days 
afUr he instituted the supper ! ! W hat, then, is the 
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order of the institutioii of the ordiaances of ChrUt's 
chutch? . * . 

But the objection to this is at -hand: "John the 
Baptist, Christ anil his apostles^ performed this rite 
before this; for Jesus made and baptized more db-> 
c'iples than John, before the d^^th of John." I ad- 
mit all this. But that does not prove it to have been 
CJuristian baptism. Paul says the Hebrews were 
baptized (into) unto Moses in the cloud and in the 
sea, just after they left Eg3rpt. This was not Chris- 
tian baptism. But says one, " You destroy John's 
baptism.^' Not at all. Because it was not Christian 
baptism, strictly speaking, does not ][)rove it to have 
been rantism: nor does it destrov it in the least. 
.John did actually immerse in the tfordan (en to Jar" 
dane^ hnd all they of Jerusalem were baptized of 
him m the river. If thi^ was really Christian bap- 
tism, it is surprisingly strange that reter on the day 
of pentecost should tell these very inhabitants, who 
had been previously baptized, (not only the three 
thousand hut all who inquired,) to '^be baptized 
EVERY ONE of 'you," If John's baptism was 
Christian baptism, he would have said, " You must 
all be baptized, except those whom John has baptiz- 
ed." He never made ONE exception. Nor were 
any asked whether John had baptized them or not. 
While we read that all they of Jerusalem were bap- 
tized of John, and here shortly after three thousand 
more were baptized in the same city by the apostles, 
shall we think these are one baptism r And in the 
same place a few days after ^oe thousand more be- 
lieved. Acts 4 :4. Did not Peter address one on the 
day of pentecost whom Jphn had baptized ? or did 
there none whom John had baptized ever believe in 
Christ? Probably many of those baptized by the 
apostles on the day of pentecost, had been previously 
baptized by John or the apostles, before Christ suf- 
ferjed.. Jonn's baptism was preparatory to the set- 
ting up of Christ's kingdom. It was called JohnU 
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baptism. Do we practice John^s baptism riov>7 ^o. 
We now baptize not by virtue of John's baptism, 
but by Virtue of Christ's' command. In Acts 19, we 
find that some who wei'e baptized unto John's bap- 
tism (compare Acts 18:24, 25, with Acts 19:3,) were 
rcbaptized by Paul or his compaiiions. Acts 19:29. 
So it appears that some who wefe baptized unto 
John's baptism were again ba{>tized. I am well ac- 
quaii^ted with the arguments to the contrary by Rob- 
inson, Benedict and others; but that they were twice 
baptized is plain. John was sent to prepare the way 
for the setting up of Messiah's kingdom^ and not 
to establish its ordinances; for that was Christ's bus- 
iness. Christ established the ordinances in his own 
church, and from him we receive authority to bap- 
tize, and not from John's biaptisra.' In Christian bap- 
tism, there is something signified that never was 
understood nor signified in John *s baptism, and that 
is the burial and resurrection of Christ. Rom. 6:4. 
"Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into 
death, that like as Christ was raised up from the 
dead by the glory 6f the Father." And Col. 2:12, 
^^ Buried with him in baptism, wherein also ye are 
risen With him;" A belief of these facts were nec- 
essaly in order to the fight performance of this or- 
dinance. This was not reqi^ired in John's baptism; 
for these facts then ha5 not transpired. It is hoped, 
however, that none will deny that Christ appointed 
baptism as an ordinance in nrs church, and that he 
did this after his resurrection. Then We 'discover 
that in order of time the supper was first instituted. 
Again, the transaction that is represented by the 
supper is one that took place prior to the one rep- 
resented by baptism. By the supper, we represent 
the sufferings and death of .Christ; but by baptism 
we represent his burial and resurrection from the 
dead. Which of these events transpired first ? Cer- 
tainlv the one represented by the supper; that is, the 
death of Christ. This, then, is " the order^^ of the 
H 
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oniinances ! But were t^e aposttes all baptized be- 
fore the supper was instituted of which thev pajr* 
took? .This remains.yet to. be proY^dJ^ And even 
if it -were proved > it would nat sustain the proposi- 
tion that ^' Christian baptism is prerequisite to the 
Lord's supper ,'' for this plain reason, that it would 
still remain to be proved that it was Christian bap- 
tism. 

Thus far we find nothing in the sense of the term 
coinmunion, or in the time ^nd circumstances of its 
institution, or even in the nature of the ordinance 
itself, to prove the proposition, .that "nounbapti^ed 

Jerson shall come to the Lord's table." ^ow, as 
esus and his apostles have not taught this, shall toe 
teach it? As long as he has not said, " No uabap- 
tized person shall eat at my table," shall his s&rvanls 
say so ? No, never ! We Freewill Baptists are rep- 
resented a9 alarmingly ineonsisteniy -Mcause y^e ao 
not tellthe Pedobaptists they . have no right, to the 
bread aivi wine, till they are bapti2ed. Is it the.re- 
vecUed will of God that we should say this to them? 
If that is contained in his ttoealtd will, we should 
not be called inconsistent, but presumptuously Moiek- 
ed, in thus violating God's holy command. On this 
ground, then, we, ought to be> no longer charged with 
inconsistency. 

III. The design bf Christ in the institution of this 
supper, " ^ 

We cai^not know the design of our blessed Lord 
in the institution of this solemn rite any further thab 
Jie has seen fit to reveal it. No individual that re- 
gards the truth will pretend that Christ has said in 
plain words, that he desi^s this supper for baptized 
Christians only. He truly had a desien in this Qrdi- 
nance. Will any one pretend that he had no design ? 
I hope not. How do we know be had a design? 
We Know his de8ig[n from what Ac said and from 
what he did. 'He said to them, " Do this in remem- 
i>rance of me..^ Paul says, " As oft as ye eat the 
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bread and 4niik this cup, ye show forth the Lord's 
death*^till he come.'^ He did not say, " As oft as 
ye drink this cup, you show that ymxi hare be^n bap- 
tized." Christ, at the institution of tbre . supper, 
nevei; even mentiohed baptism; and -when th&time 
arrived that h^ instituted baptism in bis church, he 
never mentioned the communion table. But says, 
** He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved.'? 
Did he mak6 either of these ordinances dep^ident 
on the*other, sa that it was l^inful to perform either 
of'them&ist? Not at all. Neither by what he did 
at this time are we taught that all that come to this 
table must think precisely alike. Judas and John 
did not think precisely alike. Some have denied that 
judas was there; but Tcair prove he was there as 
well as i can that John was there. After he gave 
them the cup, he told them plainly that the hand of 
him that would betray him was on the table, Luke 
2S.:21. So at the very institution of thisi supper 
their views and feelings were hot alike, nor was it 
the design of the supper to exhibit an uniformity of 
feelings and views in all respects, but to show forth 
his death till he comes. Shall it be said that unless 
we agree in all points we cannot consistently cele- 
brate the Lord's supper together? No, for scarcely 
can two men be found who agree precisely in all points 
of faith, and yet Christians generally ag^ree in the de« 
sign of the Lord's supper, and what it represents. 
Where there is so general an agreement as in this 
ordinance, may we--^houlcl we not express it? No 
one will say that Christ did tesch positively that no 
unbaptized person should eat at his table. Then if 
he taught it at all, he taught it only inferentudly ; 
and if he taught it only inf^rentially shall his min- 
isters teach it positively, or in a manner contrary 
to that in which he taught it? If Christ never 
taught this doctrine jfositively (nor his apoistles ei- 
ther) it is not a command that unbaptized Christians 
break by coming to the table, only an inference i$ 
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bwken! Cbrist gave his disciples positive rales to 
go by— ^he taught positively; and as he has not 
taught this pttnliveiy^ he has not tai^ffht it at all; 
OF) in other words, it is ' no rule of Cnrist's, only 
an iaferehce of men. Says the blessed Jesusy 
" Thia do- in remeQibrance of me."' " This is my 
body." . " This is my blood." His de$ign was that 
his suffering humanity should be brought by these 
symbols before our eyes. He knew how soon his 
children might forget that mangled body $. and flow* 
ing blood that rescued them frcnn a burning deep; 
and this he. designed that tbe^ should not forget. 
By this, then, we show forth his death, and even in 
face of a wicked world, and in defiance of the 
blighted powers qf bell, we keep his death in per- 

Setual remembrance. Implied or' included in this 
esign of our Savior, is a representation that we 
by faith feed on the Son of man and drink his blood, 
and a virtual covenant to be for the Lord. -That 
this was and is the design of Christ in this suppei:, 
perhaps few Protestants will deny^ If, then, Chrnt 
did not design that* we should show that we have 
been previously baptized, or that we precisely agree 
in every other respect, by coming to this supper, 
why should any man teach thus^ and hold these 
things to be indispensable to a religious observance 
of this supper? Let no man teach Christ's designs 
different from what, he has taught them. By not 
keeping the .design of Christ in view in the ordi- 
nanae of baptism, what shipwreck of faith has be.en 
made, and by our close communion brethren simi- 
lar inconsistencies are upheld. But while in these 
inconsistencies and perplexities themselves, it is not 
strange that they think every body else incon- 
sistent and heretical. If Christ had one design in 
view in this supper, then let us have the same de^ 
»igny and then ^we shall eat and drink acceptably 
ai^d not to condemnatioh, And we shall examine 



THE PROPER SUBJECTS. ^ 173 

t 

{nir»elf>et and not others^ do our own respectivie du- 
ties, and not prohibit any of God's children doing 
theirs^ and whenever and whef ever the table of the 
Lord is spread, we shall feel the command " Do 
IAm*' is 4>inding . on ' us, as his followers. Thus far 
we have not found any thing in the design of our 
Savior to prove ''baptism an indispensalble pre- 
req^uisite to a proper celebration of the Lord's sup- 
per." Let it be remembered that baptism is not the 
only prerequisite to dose, eommumon, as I, shall 
show hereafter. * 

IV. IVi^ are the proper subjects 0/ communion 
at the Lord's table? 

'. I answer Disciples of Christ. The grand ques- 
tion in r^t^ard to the point now tinder consideration 
is this, <<Are baptized Christians the only proper 
subjects of this ordinance ?— Are they the only per- 
sons who can eat at the table of Christ regularly or 
acceptably? Are they the, only persons that can 
eat '^ discerning the Lord's body ?" If unbaptiz- 
ed persons can eat of the bi'ead and drink or the 
cup, discerning the- Lord's body, then they can eat 
acceptably,, and are approbated in It as much as if 
they pray 'Understand ingly. Because they have, not 
been baptized are their prayers sinful!7 Christ has 
commanded prayer as eflen as he has commanded 
the Lord'9 supper to be observed. Because they 
have not been baptized, is if therefore hot their dutv 
to praj ? It ik the duty of a Christian to pray both 
in his family and in secret. But* if he does not 
pray lA his family, is it therefore not his duty to pray 
m secret-? Just so in tlie case now before us. It is 
the duty of every Christian to eat a^the Lord's table 
and be baptized both. But because he has not been 
baptized, IS it therefot*e not his duty" to obey the com- 
mand of Christ in the celebration of his supper? I 
ask does the neglect of one duty, make the perform- 
ance of another duty sinftdl Is not the celehration 
of the Lord's supper a Christian duty ? It most cer* 
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tainlj is. What makes ittr Qhristian duty? The 
command of Christ is the answer. Is jt sinful to 
obey Christ? Ah, sajrs one, it iis sinful for a person 
io come to the communion table before he has been 
baptized. This is the pivot on wMch -the whole ar- 
gurnet turns. . What makes it wrong for that unbap- 
tized Christian to come^ to the Lord's table ? Where 
has Christ forbidden this? Not in the Bib)e. Not 
in all the word of revelation. Then this is one sin 
not mentioned in all God's wordft! If there is no 
Divine comniand transgressed Yiy coming to this supe- 
per before being baptized, and an express command 
is obeyed in coming, in ^^t does the sinfulness of 
thus obeying Christ consist? The sin is altogether' 
imaginary ! In what part of the New Testament 
people have learned that baptism constitutes a. per* 
son a fit subject of this ordinance I know not. But 
says one, " Baptism does notmake us proper subjects 
without fahh." 'Very wellj an unbaptized personmay 
have faith; and "without it, it is Impossible to please 
God." God is alwiiys pleased when yfe Obey aim in 
faith. Now as unbaptized Christians may in com- 
ing to the Lord's tabi^ obey him in faith, they may 
E lease God by so. doin^; but as they, cannot please 
rod while sinning against him, we must coihetotfae 
deliberate .conclusion that they are not sinning in 
thus obeying! These Christians. have the evidence 
that they obey, and that God is pleased with thenn 
for he often sends his spirit into the hearts ef the 
Pedobaptists, while they sit at tiis table. Is it then 
a sinful act? Or shall ,we believe the Holy Spirit 
leads persons to believe they are doing right, when 
they are conmiitting high treason against &od? Or 
are none of the Pedobaptists. led oy thesmrit? I 
said that diteipUi of Chnst are proper and fit sub- 
jects of this ordinance. . I presume this will not be 
denied. But I have the proof at hand and will there- 
fore prove it. Acts 90:7, "And upon the first day 
of the week when the diieipl€$ came together to 
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break bread." Here we find that diseiple$ were the 
proper subjects. : None but disciples of 'Christ ;are 
proper subjects of either of the ordinances of the 
church of Christ. Christ never required any to be 
baptized ox eat the supper, but disciples. ' In his 
commission to his disciples., he s^ys^ '< Go ye, there- 
fore, 'l^acA (make disetpU9 of) all nations, baptiz- 
ing (immer$ing) them.^ IJere we find they were 
first to become disciples before they were baptized. 
After this teuching them to observe all' things, 
&c. Matt. ^:20. Here Christ mentions baptizing 
first, for he does not mention the supper at all. Says 
Faulj'l Cor. 10:16,. " The cup of blessing which we 
blesSf is it not the conmiunion of the blood of Christ? 
The bread that we break. Is. it not the communion of 
the body of 'Christ?" . Do we think because he men- 
tioned the cup first, he administered it first? Not 
at all. We have now arrived at the fact that none 
but disciples are proper subjects of either of the or- 
dinances of the church of Christ in the world. We 
find too that disciples are proper subjects of both or- 
dinances. That, discipTes are proper subjects of 
baptism oui; opponents will not (fony. Phave prov- 
ed that in Bible days this supper was administered 
to disciples. The next .question is, can, any one be 
a diseque of Christ without baptisnv.^ oi* previous to 
having been baptized? This has been likewise sus- 
tained, aird this question all Close Conununion Bap- 
tists answer* afiirmatively.. A person then can be a 
disciple of Chri^ before he ha^ been baptized. But 
we^d that all Christ's disciples are commanded to 
"rfo this." "Drink ye all of it," says he. Again, 
'' TesLfiitkem to observe ^U <Atng« whatsoever I have 
eommanded vou." Teach them—wh<nn7 Them 
disciples. Tnen all the disciples of Christ are com- 
manded to do this, and somB of them are not baptiz- 
ed. If the Bible is true, iinbaptized persons tnay be 
Christ's dii^iplesj and they were baptized because 
they were already hia scholars or diseijples. "This 



176 THE PROPER. SVBJECTfl^. 

is the truth, and you cannot deny it." It is a funda- 
mental principle .in syllogisitic reasoning that "wh^t- 
^ver niay be aflSrmed of any feenus may* be affirmed 
of all the Impedes included und^r it." We will now 
throw the argument into the shape of a syllogism, in 
order to see tnore fully its true sense and force, 

All Chr4st'8 disciples are cqmnftinded'to celebrate this supper. 
Part of ChrisUs disciples are itnbaptized pera<)ns. 
Therefore, some unbaptized persons *are commanded to celebrace 
this supper. . ^ • 

But say our cl6se communion brethren, " Disciples 
must be first baptized, and then they may commuDfe 
at the Lord's table." That is naked assertion, with- 
out any Divine testimony. Let us have Divtn^ testi- 
mony on . this ppint. We do not admit the sayings 
of Baxter, Dr. Wall, Justin Martyr, Benedict Pic- 
tet, Dr. Gill, Lord Chancellor Kmg, or Dr. Dod- 
dridge to be inspiration, though we belieVe they were 
good men. These are some of the authors ourcl6se 
communion friends bring to. prove their faith. But, 
by the most of these authors, infaht, baptism cail be 
proved; and also that sprinkling water is baptizing a 
person!! This is one of the worst features . of clos^ 
communion: it stands on the testimony of the fathers, 
and some of them Romah Catholic fathers too. Al- 
mos't any inconsistency can be proved by t^e fathers. 
But let us have it from the mouth of inspiration, 
that no unbdptized person shall e(\t 9fthe Lord's sup^ 
per^ and that .is sufficient. * It devolves logically upon 
those who affirm this to prove it. ,It do6s not de- 
volye* oh Freewill. Baptists to prove that an unbapr 
tized disciple may partake .of the supper, but it is 
the fousine^ of C. Baptists to prove their affirmati^on. 
I know they say it is done, and it has* been proved. 
The proof may satisfy som^ credulous minds, but it 
will require more conclusive reasonef s than Qill or 
Booths or Fuller, on this subject, to satisfy minds that 
take hnly inspiration as testimony.' CKrist has told 
us who are members of his church and proper sub- 
ject^ of its ordinances, viz: discij^es or' believers. 
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Faith is prerequisite to the proper observance of ei- 
ther of the ordinances of Cnrist's church. This my 
Close Communion Baptist brethren believe as well 
as myself. Faith is the only prerequisite to a relig- 
ious observance of the ordinances of the Christian 
church. But the objection is, ^* faith and baptism are 
both prerequisite to' coming to the Lord's supper.'' 
Ah, where is the proof? So I may say, "failh and 
the supper are both prerequisite to baptism;" but 
there is no proof that even this is the case. The 
facts are that neither of the ordinances are prerequi- 
site to discipleship — ^that persons may foe disciples 
previous to their observing either — that the proper 
observance of one is not dependent on the other for 
its validity-^that men may observe both arid not be 
disciples of Christ — and that all Christ's disciples, 
baptized or unbaptized, are commanded to celebrate 
this supper as well as to be baptized or perforin oth- 
er Christian duties. Strange indeed it is, that an 
unbaptized minister acts justifiably when he reads 
God's word — when he sings-*^when he prays — ^when 
he preaches the gospel, and leads sinners to Christ — 
when he leaves his native land and spends his life as 
a missionary iti hostile climes — ^when he dies a mar- 
tyr for the cause of Jesus. But when he comes to 
the communion table to show forth his faith in a 
crucified Savior, he is sinnii^ against God ! Why 
does not his being unbaptized disqualify him to pray 
— «to lead awakened sinners to Christr—to be hecu*d 
in heaven when he pleads in their behaU*— to be a 
minister or a missionary — ^to commune spiritually 
with his Savior — ^to a sectt in irlory^f it disqualifies 
him for sitting around the table.o?.the Lord ¥ere on 
earth? What is the answer to all this? Just this, 
his neglecting one duty, does not lessen his oblieation 
to perform another. Is not that man or God who 
has led thousands of souls to repent- while the an- 

SeU in the presence of God have .rejoiced, fit to sit 
own with you at the Lord's .table? Tell it not in 
H2 
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Gath. Publish it not in the streets of Ashkeloc . 
f'pr the sake of the cause of God tell it not — ^lest in- 
fidelity rejoice — ^le^t Christianity blush with shame ! 
Blessed Jesus, is it wrong* fw me to sit with this 
child of thine at thy table? Who is it that keeps 
the tender children* of Christ back from his table? 
Says one, ^ They keep themselves away by their will- 
ful disobedience." Would they not sit down with 
you, if you would give them liberty so to do ? They 
would. Then you keep them back. Will not Christ 
say to you, " Inasmuch as you have done it to one 
of the least of these my disciples, ye have done it 
unto m<%? Do you not '< set at nought" him for 
whom Christ died, as w\fit for a seat with you at his 
master's table? Well did a worthy minister say, 
'' Let my right arm be plucked from its socket soon- 
er than I should say to one of the children oC Christ 
come not to this table." Where has Christ com- 
manded his ministers to keep back j^ort of his children 
from his table, or to break the bread and pour the cup 
to only part of his disciples ? Where ? To me, few 
are the attractions of close communion. Its blossoms 
are fading. 

I atn well aware how hard it is to gain a momen- 
tary ascendency over prejudice or tradition; but I 
think it will not be domed by any candid mind that 
it is the duty of M the disciples of Christ to cele- 
brate the sufferings of their Savior, and that disci- 
ples are proper subjects of the ordinance, and that 
unbaptized Christians are disciples of Christ. If 
this is admitted (as I think it must be) close com- 
munion must fall. If it is not sinful for Pedobap- 
tists to commune >at the Lord's table hy thtmseheSy 
it is not sinful forthe^ to sit down with Baptists at 
the same table. . I know our close communion breth- 
ren call it Mil for any denomination of Christiana 
that have ilot been baptized to venture around the 
sacred board, ^.ut I know of no flaminff. sword to 
guard the table against any of God's children, no 
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vengeance is denoanced against any child of his, 
baptized or unbaptized, who comes to this feast with 
a penitent heart; but mercv, bleeding mercy^ is there 
exhibited-^ying love is there' celebrated — ^the love 
of the Son of God upon whom was laid the iniquity 
of us all.^ ~ Where ^ Is the sin* for a child of God to 
come to this feast, and hold eommumoo' with God 
<and with his childreii? What is sin? Inspiration 
answers, " a transgression of the la.w*'* Wnat law 
does the real Christian transgress by coming to the 
Lordis table,, when it is spread ? Is it a Divine law ? 
If it is, it is one that' God has never sei^n fit to reveal^ 
one that nobody ever saw. At least it cannot be 
found in the Bible now. It is no sin to obey Christ. 
But to proife that it is sin to -come to the Lord^s ta-> 
ble while unbaptized, if the individual's heart is fill- 
ed with. lovB to God, is a difficult task. God has 
never said it was sin. Shall I tell a brother that by 
coming to* the' Lord's' table while unbaptized he is 
sinning— ;thatJie is conuiiitting high treason against 
the government of God? Never. This would be 
arrogantly severe and presumptuously cruel. Sin 
to confle to the Lord's table! *Sin to obey Jesus 
Christ! 

But enough has been said already to prove that 
an unbaptize4 Christian can eat at the communion 
table acceptably with God. Says the "blessed Jesus, 
f'He that doeth the will of my Father, the same is 
my mother, my sister, and brother." When some 
asked him what they should do in order to work the 
works of God, he said*, *' This is the work of God, 
to believe on him whom he hath sent." Then to 
believe in Christ is to do the will and work of God 
and to be a bfother in or to Christ, for such he ac- 
knowledges them. But. remenfber the neglect of 
one duty does ,not fender the obligation of the law 
of 'God 'to perform another hudttm pactum. 

But why do our Close dommunion Baptist breth^ 
ren unchurch and disorganize every denomination 
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that practice sprinkling for baptism, only 7 Why is 
baptism held up as the otdy door of conimunion? 
This j .reader, is altogether $peei6u$1 I profess to 
kjiow both the "faith and practice" of the. C. Bap> 
tist churches. I know they do exclude from their 
communion, or at least they have expelled members 
from their churches, just because they could not be- 
lieve in Calvinism conscientiously, while they agreed 
with them in the ordinances of the church. ' wfirmtni- 
anism has* been as truly a bar to communion as infant 
sprinkling! This I shall prove. Now is it .exactly 
fair or exactly honesty for them' to pretend that htip- 
tism is the bar ? A material difierence of faith m 
any article of the creed of the church is ^eneraUv a 
bar to communion and a trial to the brethren that 
merits exclusion. Let the Methodist Episcopal 
church change their faith in infant baptism and prac- 
tice the immersion of believers only, and. will they 
then invite them? Not unless they change their 
namfe and the articles of their religion too. If bap- 
tism is the only bar, why not invite baptized persons 
of other denominations r I amovell acquainted with 
the answer to thi6 question. It i» something like 
this, '' The partaker is as bad as the thief." X affirm 
that baptism is not the only bar. Then why make so 
much ad'o. about that? Why not make -the other 
objections stand out as prominently as that? Why 
not say honestly to us, "The disbelief of any article, 
of our faith disqualifies every other -denonunation 
for coming to the Lord's Hable?" As soon as they 
object to a Christian for not* thinking as they do on 
one point, they may on every point in which they . 
diflfer. Suppose I take the same ground of juciging 
my brethren, when the taUe of the Lord is spread, 
if precise uniformity 6f faith .is necessary to coming 
to the table together. I can perhaps find no one who 
agrees with me precisely, — and I come to the delib- 
erate conclusion, that I am the only person on earth 
just fit in all respects to come to the Lord's table ! ! 
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But, «&y6.my xslose communidn brother, ><< Shall 
we let any one and every one 'cojne to the supper, 
yfiko ' shall choose to cotne ? Shall we 6bject to no 
one " that callfrliiniself a brother ?'' I answer in the 
wordls of St, Paul, '<But now I have written unto 
youoiot to keep company, if any man that is called a 
brother be a fornicator, ,Qr covetou^ or an idolater, 
or a railer, or a drunkard, or an extortioner; with such 
an one, no, not to eat." Sucli an individual aathe one 
faiere described we may not even eat with at a common 
meal, much less at the Lord's table. But if I set up 
liuman rules or.human creeds, as '' terms ot commun- 
i<m'^ for God's children, and will not admit that it 
is right fbrthen^ to celebrate, this supper, unless they 
believe my rtde or creeds and could 1 succeed in ma- 
^inff Christians believe that entire unifori^ity of 
failn ' is absolutely indidpehsable, the Lord would 
have no table, but.every Christian wdiild sit down at 
his own table ! Qaptism may be as great a bar, it 
may be as strong an objection, as any one the C. 
Baptists urge; but it is not the. orUy one« If even 
that was removed, there would be man^ insurmount-^ 
able obstacles in t{le way of their inviting other 
Christians to partake with them yet remaining. 

But once more, W%o are fA^ subjects? AUad- 
mit baptized believers to be the proper subjects of 
this ordinance. The next question is, tpAo are 6ap- 
tixed believera7 I answeir, tnbse whp have been im- 
mersed in water upon an open profession 69 faith in 
Christ, into (in) the name of the Fathe^and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost. But Ho the Q. Bap- 
tists deny that a person thus immersed hfis* been bap- 
tized.^ Veer, many of them do unless it was done 
by a Ct Baptist minister ! In some of their churches 
it is, or has been^ re<]^uired that the candidate should 
be baptized by a mimster of their '^ faith fund order," 
in order to be received into the church, or to be con- 
sidered baptized at all 1 If ' the individual had obey- 
ed ever so conscientiously by being immersed by a 
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Methodist ri)erhap^) he is consideFed still as unbajp- 
tized. In this, however, their* churches are not uni- 
form' in practice. Say th^v (some of them,) <^ The 
niinister nad qo faith 141 it himself'^he did not really 
be^eve in iiQihersion as the only baptism, and what 
is hot of faith is sin." " If we receive the baptism 
of a Methodist minister, we acknowi'f dge him a law- 
ful administrator; and jif the Methodists baptize for 
us, "we maV have thenl adnJonister the Xiord's supper 
to us; and if we commune witH those whom' they 
have ba)>tized, we may as weU comipune witb them, 
and therefore we cannot commuUe with -any but 
those who bave been baptized by'a ' legal adminis- 
trator;' for what is not ddne legally in matters of 
religion is not to be countenanced^ or'approbated." 
This. has been in many parts a subject or grave de- 
liberation. They consioer baptisQi the " doo/" into 
the church, '^ and that no oue has a right to adminis- 
ter the ordinance of .baptism, unless he has* been 
baptized lumself, and regukuiy Bet apaUrt to thf work 
of the ministry." Consequently none are members 
of Christ's church on earth, but those who.have been 
baptized by ^ Close Conmumon BaptUt minuter! 
for none else are ^^regvlarly^setaj^art to the work 
of the ministry !" I do not say mery church believes 
this, for they are by no means unifprlri; but I say 
many of their churches do (or did) believe as 
above stated» Nor will they conmiune with those 
that have been baptized by one of their won mtfiw- 
/«■«, if he joins any other church. Many have left 
and joined other churches, and have constantly led 
lives of devotion and piety.,, yet they will not com- 
mune with them ! Though, th^y were baptized into 
the church by one oftheir own ministers, they have 
left the only church of. Christ and joined the Pres- 
byterians, Methodists, or FreewiH Baptists, and 
consequently now they do not belong to ttie " vinble 
ehwreh of Cfhrist!" What a beautiml system of ca- 
priee the close communion doctrine fornu^t when we 
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get it perfectly organized in all its parts and bear- 
ings ! €onffreffationalists, * Presbyterians, Freewill 
Baptists, and Methodists, are not members of Christ's 
church ! and they pannot be unless they are adinitted 
in by being baptized by a O. Baptist minister, who 
alone is the onw'^Megid administrator!" . What ex- 
alted claims! So we see that baptism is not what it 
is said to be, the only test of communion for real 
Christians — ^nor is imntersien the only prerequisite to 
close communion; but it must be immersion by a C. 
Baptist; nor will even ^Aaf do unless the person thus 
baptized continues to belopg to a church of the name 
that the minister had who baptized him, or initiated 
him into at first ! Does not this look like Cixtholi- 
eisml Do any say this is severe? Then compare 
the arguments of both systems together. Both claim 
to be die only true church of Christ — ^tbe only ad- 
ministrators of its ordinances. I know a Close Bap- 
tist minister that was first baptized by the Metho* 
dists. After this he changed nis views somewhat, 
and joined the C. Baptists. He was subsequentlv 
called into the ministry; but before he was ordained, 
he was rebaptized. I do not state these things to ex- 
asperate any one, but as matter of fact arguments, 
to show that with the C. Baptists baptism is not the 
only prerequisite to coming to the Lord's table. 
They then consider immersion by one pf their own 
ministers a test' of fellowship at the Lord's table, 
provided alway», that the candidate does not " break 
iiis covenant" and join another church. Freewill 
Baptists confidently believe that all true discif^es of 
Christ are proper subjects of both the ordinances of 
the Christian church — and that baptism is baptism^ 
though it is performed by a Congre^ationalist, or any 
other minister in good standing in any - orthodox 
church — that a person ma^r be a disciple of Christ 
whb has ifot yet been baptized by a Close Baptist 
minister — and. that they may baptize some 'who are 
not Christians as well as other ministers, — and that 
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a person may be a Christian who has net been bap- 
tized at ail. 

But is it the case that amonj^ all the Protestant 
sects, the C. Baptists have the only regti^/y au- 
thorized ministry ? and Hre they the only ministers 
that can baptize legally? Strange it is that of all 
the converts of our time, none are to keep in re- 
membrance the death 'of their crucified Lera by the 
ordinances he has appointed for that purpose, but 
those that are baptizea by one particular denomina- 
tion of Christians! Among the Presbyterians and 
other sec(s thousands are annually broueht into the 
kin§;dom of Christ, and he has made it their duty to 
eat of the bread and drink of the cup. Now, who 
shall administer this sacrament to them? The truth 
is the C. Baptists wtnUd not, nor could they if they 
would, for thousands of them perhaps never heard 
one of' their preachers. Now if those ministers 
whom God has blest in their awakening and salva- 
tion are not to administer this ordinance to them, 
thousands and millions of them must go down to the 
sfrave without ever obeying^ the command, "Do this 
in remembrance of me." Is this the way Chiist 
roanaffes the concerns of his kingdom? 'Does he 
qualii^ a minister to save souls, and to oversee the 
church of God as a faithful pastor, and still he must 
not administer the Lord's supper ? Who will charge 
him with such management as. this? ' Christ has but 
<me church — one famdy— and thousands are brought 
into' that church or family in the different denomina- 
tions, but not by baptism. The word church (ek- 
klesia in the GreeH) signifies- a company called qvlX^ 
It is compounded of (ek) out of, and (kleo) to call. 
A mam may be baptized a dozen times, and affter alt 
not be called oiit of the kmgdom of darkness into 
the kingdom of Ood^s-Son. Nor can a C. Baptist 
initiate a jierson intothat kingdom by bapdzing him, 
any more than* I can. ' 
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We have now jTirst, examined the sense of the term > 
eomn^unlon. Secondly y tl&e time.,and circumstances 
of its institution. Thirdly ^ the design of Christ as 
far as he has re^^aled it; and> FowtJdyy .we have 
tried to prove that Chri^tiptns or disciples of Christ, 
irrespective of «their sectarian nam^s, baptized or 
unl>aptized, are the proper subjects, and have found 
in all this research nothing to militate or tq prepon- 
derate against- free oojnmupipn of saints, even af the 
weight of a straw. * '. • \ 

V. Consider the argtmeats'in favor of close com- 
munion. ' \ _. . • 

1. Order of th^ ortiinances. Soys Mr. E. Foster, 
in his " Terms of Communion^^^ ' Without order ev- 
ery thing i& distorted and unseemly, loses its pow- 
er to please, ftnji ceases to bp useful- Order in relig- 
ion ^is as .beautiful. as in the works of creation. 
» . « ./Let all things be done decently and in order,' 
says Paui) and surely, jn. this. we Bnall honor God 
and the religion we profess." I contend for order; 
and that the Lord's supper shoidd be. celebrated in a 
marip^r both, decent and. in order.- The. order St. 
Paul woutld have Christians observe in this ordinance 
was,4hat "if any were hungry they should eat at 
hom'ej and that pne should, in eating, .wait for an- 
other. .H» says 'he had received of tne Lord Jesus 
how it \v^a» to be dpne, that in the night in which he 
was betrayed he took bread, &.c. Ue first took the 
bread and then the cup. This i» the established or- 
der. But in the text quoted, 1 Cor. 14 :40, what kind 
of order was St. Paut.speaking of? He was speak- 
ing of the disposition. qisp.iritqal gifts in the church, 
and, how they ^hould be infiproved — xhsiX one qnly 
should speak at a tirtie^ — how* the prophets should 
speak — and that no pne should speak in an unknown 
toriLgue without an interpreter,. JStc, . To bring this 
to prove an order of time in the celebration of the 
ormnances of the Chiireh of Christ is just as reason*- 
able ^ the text the Fathers used to, bring ^ a proof 
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of infant baptism, ^' Give to him that asketh," and 
ete long they found that f^eryytnClu; infants ^^ cried 
for baptism." 

I have already shown, the iMrderyif the institution 
of the ordinances, and' that in order of tim^ the sup- 
per was instituted ^r*i— s^faat it represents an action 
or circjimstance that took place prior to that circum- 
stance, represented by the ordinance of baptism. 
"Without order every' thing n v/Meemly'.^^ I see 
nothing unseemly in the way my Presbyterian bi*eth- 
ren, forinstance, celebrttte this supper. ^* Unseemly*^ 
means indepenl; and as lonir as there is nothing in- 
decent in the way they celebifate th$ supper it is 'of 
course- " decent and. in order :^^ , 

If Christ had taught this "or<^<t"^&s the close 
communionists do, we shoi^d have under9t00d.it. 
But as he has nottaught it, perhaps it would be some- 
what becominff for men not to insist upon establish^ 
ing it now* %ajrs the same; author, " It was the 
duty of the Je57i[^ priests to oflfer sacrificed' at the 
terhpile, but it was their ddty to wash or bathe them- 
selves first." So it was, but what made-it their duty ? 
Gt>d commanded it. Lev. 32:6. If God'had made 
it the duty of the disciples to bathe $hems^ves be- 
fore coming to the Lord's table, he would have com- 
manded it. God's comman<l made^it their duty ;* but 
God has never commanded Christians to bathe them- 
sel vesj'br tobe baptized, just before eating this supper. 

Again, ' *' It was the duty of idl Israel to marcn at 
the -command pf God, but it was their duty to 
march«in a prescribed order, not i|i any other order 
nor in disorder.** How was:thi6 order to be ascer- 
tained ? Did .one tribe sinr, /' W^ think- we o.ught to 
move first.'" Not so. 'God'co'mmanded that the 
tribe of Judah should march ^r»^ Numbers 10:15, 
14. He determined the order. If he. had not told 
them who should' go forward, then it would have 
been no sin for the -tribe of Issachar to have taken 
the lead. Now if I oould find is the Bible, " Thus 



FOm CL08K COMXVVIOK.* 1S7 

says God, you mu#t be baptized before you celebrate 
the supper;'^' that I should at;o]ice call the order; 
but it is not there. But why take a positive com- 
mand of God in a given case in order to prove that 
he has positiveW commanded that which he never 
has conunanded ? The above statements, of order 
are calculated to cast a false impression; for they are 
held up in false colors. God's commanding one 
thing does* not prove that he has cdmmanded every 
thing we can imagine — nor that what we judge to^be 
thi order of his.arranffementa U that order. As far 
as we have followed the Qrder of th^ sacraments, as 
argued by our close communion brethren, we find 
they place a bare matter of human judgment on even 
footing with a ^command .of Jehovalh L will give 
one other specimen of* the same kind of argument. 
''It was the duty of Nadab and AbUiu to burn in- 
cense before the Lord; but it was not their duty to 
bum it with strange fire." . We will take a view of 
this circumstance. Levit,'lO:l. ^' And Nadab and 
Abihu, the sons of Aaron, took either of them his 
censer, and put- fire therein aud' put itioense thereon*, 
and of^red strange fire before the Lord) which he 
COMMANDED fA«ni Nt>T.»' Do you suppose 
while the trembling ohUd of God comes to the Lord's 
table that he knows that the Lord commanded him 
not! Where is that command.^ It is only It com- 
mand of men. This is perhaps the jeason that un- 
foaptized Christians are not burnt tip like Nadab and 
Abihu, or struck dead)<as were Annanias and Sap- 
phira for coiAing to the. Lord's table, vi^: ^hey break * 
only, the commands of men. For well informed men 
to bring up this^ircumstance of God?s wrath against 
these priests fbr bveak^^[ his kuown command, in. 
order to keep the feeble fmlower of Christ away from 
his board, by holding up the ^litt^ing sword of Al- 
mighty yengeance over their heads shou)d they par- 
take, is, I think, not only inconsistent but crueH 
What is proved. by this passage? Why, that God 
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did pommand them not to bum incense lyith strai^ 
iire; and that because ithey did it he cut them off-— 
and it proves also that undei* ciKcumstances as crim- 
inal Go4 would oitt u« off, and thatwhile God displays, 
(instead of vengeance,) his love to all who love his 
Son and obey him in tlus ordinance, no Divine com- 
mand is violated or trampled by their obedience. 
It . would require an infinite' nunaber of such argu- 
ments, as I have <)uoted, in^fkvor of close conununioh 
to prove it. These argumenjts are not conclusive, 
for this*re,a8on. A yiola^on of a positive commahd 
is taken to prove it wrong to violate no positive com- 
mand of. God whatever. In fact, they are hostile to 
the close communion cause, and entirely irrelevant 
to the pufpose for v^hich they* are brougnt; fbr thjBy 
prove that if we break a positive command of God, 
God will not.be well pleased with lis; and, instead 
of sending his spirit into our hearts, he would send 
his curses upon our heads; and this provea the re- 
verse of what they intend to prove by it, that 18,110 
positive commahd is violated when*any of Christ's 
disciples come aroi^d his table, where he refreshes 
them with hi^ Holy Spirit, and fills their soiils with 
his loye. This proves that they are not transgress- 
ing* any con^imand of God, If I iinderstand the fore- 
going $irgumehts, they are sophistical. They come - 
under that class of sophisms termed' ^^petitio prin- 
ciffU,^.^ a begging <of the -qUestipn. The question 
begged is that baptism4s an indispensable prerequi- 
site, tp a proper observance* of the X<otd's supper. 
That no persbii, thei'efore, who has not been immers- 
ed in water can properly^ observe that supper is' the 
conclusion. This conclusion would be correct, if the 
(luestion was not begged. " Baptism," say they, " is 
pi-erequisite to the Eord's supper.". If we ask how 
that fact, is proved, the answer is, ^^Baptism. is pre- 
requisite to the {jord's supper. " Thus a man ptoves 
God is eternal,' because he is without beginning or 
oBd; that i^', God is eternal because he rs eternal. 
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So argue Pedobaptistsi " The covenant of .grace 
and the covenant of circumcision are the same,", and 
upon this begged question, all the vui^ty fabric is 
reared. The first thiAg. is to prove, that two cove- 
nants are one. This would be. like proving that two 
straight lines can enclose a ' space>-^)r that all right 
angles are not equal.' All ordinances are founded 
not on the nature and fitness of things, but upon a 
positive cofAmand of Qod. If God, therefore, has 
placed two ordinances ia his church for his children 
to observe, ^nd Has not daid, .<' This you must do 
first, or else the performance of the other will be* 
«fn,": I cannot be bound to believe thus. I will now 
give' another «p^ciihen of petition prindpii practiced 
by. close communionlsts. * " Baptism may be styled a 
go«pe/' ordinance, and ijot a cAifi^c^ ordinance; be* 
/Cause it is not*adnlinistered to church ^members and 
because the. pastor hds authority to administer it 
independently of the concurrence of'tbfe church." 
This depends entirely on circumstances. If the 
church of which I am the. pastor, should vote that a 
person whb had applied for baptism' was not, in its 
opinion, a proper subject, should I b^ at liberty to 
baptize that person? . In this the question begged is; 
that because the administrator has authority to bap- 
tize without the concurrence of the church, baptism 
is not a church ordinancci Why has the^ pastor this 
authority ? Because baptism is not a church ' ordi- 
nance ! Why is it not a church ordinance ? Becaui^e 
the pastor has authority to baptize without the con- 
currency of thos church I! 

But days the same writer, "The Lord's supper 
may be styled a chvrdh ordinance,' because it is to be 
administered only to church 'members; atid because 
the pastor cannot administer it without the concur- 
rence of the church." . Here you see a distinction 
between the two ordinances of the church of Christ. 
Baptism is a gospel ordinance; that is, part of the 
glad tidir^s (or gospel.) The Lord's supper is a 
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ekifrch ordinance designed for cfiareh members only! 
So there is but one ordinance in the church, and one 
injthe gospeW, Why was this distinction made? 
Because, if Mr. Foster had admitted that both the or- 
dinances of the Christian church belonged to church 
membersj it would, overthrow, the idea that no un^ 
bapHted person eon be a member of the cbur^h of 
Chriilt in this World. But vfe will look at the proof 
-again. Why cannot the Lord^ supper be adminis- 
tered without the. concurrence of the church? Be- 
cause it is a church ordinance! Whv is it a church 
ordinance (aiiy more than baptism) then? Because 
it cannot be administered withput the concurrence 
of the church ! Arguing thus in a circle may satisfy 
some credulous minds-^^ihe who receive mysteries 
into their faith, be6a(ise they are mysteries, and love 
to believe impossibilities; but will-never satisfy the 
more inquiring part of mankind. ' • 

2. We are i&aw brought fairly to tiest the objection 
urged by those who practice close communion, that 
i8,-^^Bapti»mis the rlte'tfiat iniUatetinto the church." 
Says jir. Gill, '^^ To receive an u'l^baptized pei^n 
into communion was never once attempted among aU 
the corruptione 6fthe ehureh ofRome.^* Very trud. 
The Catnolics deserve credit for 'this idea. It is 
theirs! This very idea-of baptism being an initia- 
tory rite iiito the Christian church is from Rome, 
^< the Qibther church" ! How'sonry I have felt to see 
my Close Baptist Brethren in order to support this 
idea yield -the whole ground to Pedobaptists, and 
even to the Roman Cathotics. Says Bp. Watson, 
" It has been established, that baptism was put by 
our Lord himself and his apostles in the room of cir< 
cumcision as aU' initiatory rite into the covenant of 
grace." This Was first argued by the *< mother 
church"! The fathers believed it. They taucht 
that without baptism there was no salvation— rtnat 
the little infant, in danger of eternal damnation for 
his original sjn, was to jbe washed — ^brought into the 
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covenant of grace, an4 savectj by bantism. Tl^is was 
the great ground. of infant baptiisnu The text they 
brought to prove this, wds, <' Except a man be born 
of water and of the Spirk, he cannot enter into the 
kingdom ot* God . " Thvs they understood as a, literal 

• baptisna in water; and here from a misapprehei^ion 
of the text, arose a system of inconsistencies and 
practices, in the days of the.'** fathers," even the re- 
cital of which .wonld crimson the cheek of modesty 
and chiH the Mood of die chaste. Here even (he 
Close Baptists have come over on the ground of Pe- 
dob&ptists b^ saying;.th$t as no uncirciimcised person 
ate of the passover^ so no unbaptised person must 
eat the'LQiyl^s«upper. Very nearly ildmitting what 
i n baptism they deny. They deny (that baptism came 
in the room 'of circumcision, but acknowledge it by 
arguing in^ support of close' communioA ! In proof 
of this, I wiiltrau^ribe a paragraph of the writings 
of the celebrated Abraham JBooth, published by their 
General Tradt Society *in Philadelphia. 

" I take it for granted that circumcision was abso-* 
lutely necessary for every male in order to communion 
at the paschal supper and in the. solemn worship of 
thesan<5tuary . And if so, had the most renowned an-^ 
tediluvians that ever lived or most illustrious Gentile 
that ever appeared in the world, been cotemporary 
with Moses and sojourners in the same wilderness, 
they could notliave becuf admitted to communion in 
th^ Israelitish church without submittipg to circum- 
cision^ Enoch, though as a saint he walked with 

.God, though as a prophet he foretold. the coming of 
Christ to judgment — Noah, Xhough an heir of the 
righteousness of faith, a preacher of that righteous- 
ness and one of Ezekiel^ worthies, (Chap. 14:14, 
&c.,) — Meichizedek; though a- king and a priest <^f 
the most high God, superior to Abraham, and the 
greatest personal type of .the Lord Messiah that ever 
was among men — and Job, though for piety there was 
none like him qn earth — ^thes^ 1 say, notwithstand- 
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ii^f all their pi^ty and Bioliness, notwithstanding all 
their shining excelieneies, exalted characters, and 
useful services, could not have been admitted to 
communion with the chosen tribes at the tabernacle 
of the Ood 6f Israel without a,Yiohiti!t)n of the Di- 
vine CQ^mmand. This I persuade myself our oppo- 
nents must allow; this I'think thefy dare not aeny. 
Yet, If Bnoch had been in the ca]nip'of Israel when 
Korah and his isompany mutinied j and- had been dis- 
posed to give' the rebels a lecture on the second com^ 
ing of Christ, I cannot suppose- that his offered ser- 
vice would have b^en rejected by Moses or Joshua, 
merely because he viras not circumcised^ Or, if 
Noah had been present at (lie eredtion of the taber-r 
nacle^, and inclined to give thei people 'a sermon on 
the future incarnation of the Son of God, and -the 
righteousness of faithyto which objects the sti*ucture: 
with its costly utensils and solemn services, had a 
typical regard, I cannot but^think they Would have 
given him a heavinff. Nay, I appearto our oppo- 
nents theihselves whether they do no't think So as 
well as I. Yet tliat favored .people emdd nof have 
adinitted them to communion in some other branch- 
es of Divine worship, without transgresshig the law 
of Jehovah, If this be allowed, the consequence is 
pli^n, and the argument though analogical- is irre- 
fragable. For. the paschal feast and the sanctilary 
services were not tnore of a positive nature than the 
Lord's supper, nor were the fbrrrtbr nfore peculiar 
to that dispensation than the latter is to tnis; but 
preaching and hearing the word are not peculiar to 
any dispensation of grace, as are baptism and the 
sacred supper.^' . • » .. 

Now we have' it in plain English from the Baptist 
General Tract Society — that in the other dispensa- 
tion of rraeet circumcision stood in the sisun6 rela- 
Honto Xnepasehal eommimton that baptidm in this 
dispensaUon of grace stands to the eommunton at 
the Lord's table! And that it would have been a 
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violation of the law of Jehorah, had good old Enoch, 
(who had been in heaven, soul and body, for many 
generations) been admitted to eat the passover while 
uncircumcised. We will now look at* the design, of 
this paragraph and the weight of this "irrefraga- 
ble" argument. Ip the first place, " it istaken for 
granted that circumcision was absolutely necessa- 
ry for males in order to communion at the paschal 
supper." Just as if it -was not thus absolutely 
dficreed by the only wise God. Exodus 1 2 :48, << No 
uncircumcised person shall eat thereof." This is 
immutably fixed^ so that we need not Murmise it 
was so. It is* also said in this argument that the 
Lord's supper is a positive ordinance, and implied 
to be of no less consequence than the paschal supper, 
only it was attached to another dispensation, \rhis 
I admits Now if ike ordinances of the sospel were 
ot as. muck eorCsemience as those Jewish church ordi-, 
nances were, ana the order in which they should be* 
administered was of the same importance, why was! 
it not mentioned by the head of the church ! ! Must* 
we reason ofiahgically to find Whether an uncircum- 
cised person should* eat the passover .^ Not at all. 
But wnen we' come to the brieht shining light of the 
gospel dispensation, where life and immortality are 
brought to light, dnd God's will perfectly IreJFealed 
to his children — that light that prophets and kings 
desired to see — ^we must reason from anqlogyy or a 
supposed analogy between Judaism and Christianity, 
that Christ designed we should follow the same or- 
der in his church that the. Jews did in their national 
church ! The command,* " No uncircumcised per- 
son shall eat thereof," was given in order to prevent 
any error in this respect in the Jewish church; but 
when that ferfeet, dispensation commenced, which 
should continue to the end of time, we haVe to guess 
or draw inferences, or fall into errors, as to the prop- 
er subjects of its ordinances ! What stupendous 
conclusions. The fact that there is no conmiand to 
K 



1 94 AN0WBK TO TBiS AR-O VMSITTS 

prohibit, unbaptized belieyers from ceiebralin^ the 
Lord'd Bupper, is evidence that Christ never designed 
that one of the ordinances should depend on the oth- 
er. I deny that the Chribtian church is a continua- 
tion of the Jewish nation or church. Wher6 is the 
analogy between the ordinances of the Jewish and 
Christian cfauiches? Some have fmagined a in-eat 
analogy between the ordinance of sprinkling a Tittle 
water on aii infant's face and circumcision ! But tjie 
ordinance of sprinkling was an ordinance of man, 
and so this analogical reasoninff is all to prove an 
** order^* established, bv men! Did not God ^ow 
as well that unbapti^ed persons might want to come 
to the table of the Lord as that uncircumcised per- 
sona miight wish to eat of the paschal supper? He 
undoubtedly did. But he put a timely prohibi- 
tion as to coming to the paschal supper, uticircum- 
cifled". Had he not as much regaiiVl tor order in the 
Christian as in the Jewish i^hurch? He certainly 
had. Then as long as he h^ not seen fit to prohibit 
unbaptized persons coming to the Lord*6 sup^r, it 
is evident he did not regard it ih the light of our 
dose communion lirethren, as duwrderly and meked^ 
and tramMng upon' the authority of Jehovah. ' Christ 
has erected hisr church and given it every neeeagmry 
rule, and none need to make mdditumal rule$. As 
long as he has commanded aU his disciples to cele- 
brate this supper, it is not my dutv to command jMr< 
of his disciples not to do it. Says Mr. Booth, ^That 
circumcision was, by Diipine command, an itidispen« 
table qualification in every male for a participation 
of the Jewish patsover and communion in the sanc- 
tuary worship, is generaUv allowed.'' He then gpea 
on to say, that he is far from thinking that bafrtism 
came in the room of circumcision; but that it is 
*^equalh neee$$ahf to communion at the Lord's ta- 
ble.^' If this is not arguing in a drcle, I know not 
^hat is. Why was circilmclsion an indispenaable 
^«allfioatloa for the paschal 8ttt»p^r f B<M;aiise God 
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eommnfuied that no uncircumcisjBd person should 
eat of it. Is there any like command in tlie Chris- 
tian church to regulate the conmiunion table ? No. 
Thon for unbaptized Christians to come to the com-> 
munion table is torong*^ because it is wrong, wheil no 
eonunand is violated ! To assume that this is wrong, 
is a grolmfotw assertion, and then to prove it by ma- 
king the tame assertion, is arguing .in a cii'de. But 
the idea prevailed among the fathers, that the priests 
and bishops had the duties of the Levltes to perform, 
and that .they were descendants from the holy orders 
of the Jewish church---that communion was instead 
of the passove^ — ^that the Christian church was a 
continuation of the Abrahamic church — ^that if any 
man did not obey the. bishop^ he deserved death; and 
among other thio^ too numerous to mention, that 
baptism came in the room of circumcision ; and as no 
uncircumcised perspn was to eat the passover, so no 
unbaptized jierson was to eat at the Lord's table! 
These were some of the whims of these f«Aher$, 
Says Theophylact, '* No^unbaptiz^d person commu- 
nicates at tbe Lord's table." That the authority of 
the fathers is not like inspiration, will seem plain 
w^n we consider some of the acts of their great 
councils. Be •! rememheredy that the idea, that bap- 
tism is iMi indispensable prerequisite to the observ- 
aoee of the Lord's supper came from the ^<fa(h^rs." 
Soys Mr. Foster, << The ancient churches univeifBalf 
ly practiced upon the belief that baptismUi.frereqiUr' 
tUe to th^ Lord's supper. " He quotes Justin Martyr 
and St. Austin, &c. So the ancient churches practiced 
upon the belief that infants dyinj^ unbaptizea went to 
hell ! Does this prove it ? Justm Martyr was a Gre- 
cian convert; and he had a (^reat many ttotioDs not 
generalljr believed by Christians now. Be thought 
that the just after the resurrection would live in.Je- 
nualem a thousand yeor^-^that the souls of Che wiok- 
^, would become capable of d;|^inff — ^that Christ lived 
Jifly years on earth, and after &ath went down to 
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'hell and preached the? faith to the patriarchs ! We 
will now take a view of St. Austin as .authority for 
the church to follow. In the year 416, the council 
•^- Mela, met, and St.. Austin was the principal di- 
rector; This council of fifteen Africans, decreed 
that " Whosoever denieth that infants newly born 
•of their mothers are to be baptized, let him be ac- 
cursed" ! " Whosoever says Adam was created mor- 
tal, let him be accursed" ! This, then, is the ajithor- 
ity upon which rests the conclusion that baptism is 
prerequisite to communion at the Lord's table. I 
mighit dw;ell upon this authority and tell of the coun- 
cil 6f Carthage, headed by St. Cyprian, and their 
grave (but most tm«»o<fe«t2 deliberations respecting 
the' baptizing of infants. Do we to prove our prac- 
tice to be ci>rrect have to go to the fath^s? Many 
of these fathers had been converted from j^aganism, 
and brought off some of *their paffan notions with 
them. It was a matter that fed the pride of these 
African fathers,* to think they stood in the tracks of 
Aaron and Eleazer. ' Where did these fathers get 
this belief.^ Mr. Booth thought it would l^aye been 
highly offensive to God for the ancient priests to 
have " admitted to the passover first and then cir- 
cumcised." No doubt It would, for he forbid it. 
Says the same writer again, ^^Theological writers 
have often called baptism the sacrament of regener- 
ation or initiation,' and the Lord's supper .the sacra- 
ment of nutrition." By the use he made of this 
statement he (as well as the ^' Baptist General Tract 
Society,") thought the definitions ffood. We wiU 
now attend more minutely to the idea that baptism 
initiates into the church. By the Close Conmiunion 
Baptists no unbaptized person is considered a mem- 
ber of the "visible" church of Christ, because bap- 
tism is the "initiatory" sacrament. I have alreaay 
shown that this was an ancient notion. Iwill pow 
Attempt to pi'ove that circumcision never initiated in- 
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to the Jewish church, and that baptism never did 
initiate into the church of Christ. 

1. Circumcision did not initiate into the Jewish 
church. Ishmael was circumcised on the same day 
his father Abraham was, it being when Ishmael y^L$ 
13 years old, and all .Abraham's men and male ser- 
vants on the -same dav. Gen. 17:^,27. Ishm^l 
and. these servants of Abraham's- house neiver be- 
longed to the Jewish church, for the cipvenant, of 
which circumcision was the seal, was not^stablished 
until a year afber this, when Isaac was born. Gen. 
17:19. So it did not initiate them into the church. 
Esau was circumcised as Wioll as Jacob; and his nos- 
terity, the Edpmites, the inhabitants of mount Seir, 
for a long time practiced this rite; but they never 
belonged to the Jewish church! Almost the sole 
blessing secured to (a part of) the descendants of 
Abrabam, by the covenant of circumcision, was the 
land of Canaan and a numerous posterity. At the 
birth of Jacob, of all the thousands that had been 
circumcised, he was the orUy heir to the blessings of 
the covenant of circumcision. The six sons of Abra- 
ham by Keturah, Gem 25:2, were not naembers of 
the Jewish church, though they were circumcised. 
Gen 25:5, 6, "And Abraham gave all that he had 
unto Isaac. But unto the sons of the concubines 
which Abraham had, Abraham gave gifls and sent 
them away from Isaac his son (while he yet lived) 
eastward unto the east country." Thesfe never in- 
herited the land of Canaan, nor did they ever be- 
long to the Jewish church. Circumcision never 
initiated them into the church I for it never was an 
initiatory rite. After the erection of the Jewish 
people into a national churchy which was done after 
they were called out of Egypt, (see definition of the 
term church oriffinally, previously given,) to mount 
Sinai, all their children toere bom members. In their 
forty year's journey in the wilderness, they did not 
practice circumcision, yet they were members of the 
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church ! They were bom members, and nnles^ they 
were circumcised th^ were to be cut off from the 
church or nation. Females belonged to the Jewish 
nation or chiirch-^-circumclsion did not mitiate them 
In ! The male child was at seven days old a mem- 
ber of the church, and an heir of the blessings of 
the nation, before circumcision^ as much as he was 
when ten days-old, after circumcision. Those whom 
the Jews bought with money or hired were by this 
contract connected with the Jewish nation, and con- 
sequently it became their duty to be circumcised, 
and keep the laws of the nation. Therefore, we 
find that circumcision never initiated into the Jewish 
nation or church, but natural birth initiated. 

S. Baptism does not initiate into the church of 
Christ. It is not yet reveided in the Bible that it 
came in the place of circumcision; and, even if it 
did, it does not prove it to be an initiatory rite. * The 
Lord's supi^er aind baptism are both ordinances 
of the Christian church and Christian religion, not 
of the Jewish religion. Many have lived in the 
church years, died and gone to heaven, who were 
never baptized. Many have been baptized (not 
sprinkled) in infancy, who never belonged to the 
real church of Christ. Even Simon Magus was bap- 
tized, and after that Peter told him be had neither 
lot nor part in the matter ! But, says my close com^ 
munion friend, << I know that, baptism without faith 
will not initiate into the church of Christ." But 
will not faith tUone brin^ us, graft us into Chvist? 
It will. " If any man is m Christ, he is a new crea- 
ture j'* so he can be " translated out of the kingdom 
of darkness into the kingdom of God's dear Son" 
by faith f Consequently baptism does not initiate 
into that kingdom. ,If baptism without faith will not 
initiate into tne 'Christian church, of course it is not 
baptism alone that initiates, and as the Bible teaches 
that by faiih we are grafted into Christ and made 
memMrs of his body, it is a just conclusion that 
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baptism does not imtmte <tf oft, Many, ive fear, are 
now in hell who have heen baptized, but neyer be- 
longed to the family of Christ* We read, Act^ St :47» 
'^ The Lord added to the church daily such as should 
be saved." How did the Lord do this? Byeonvef$-- 
ing their souls. This is the way it was done, JVIorlr,. 
'^ the I^ord added." The Lord did not baptize them 1 
If they were added by baptism, they were not 
added by the Lord^ but hy the apostles. But being^ 
*< adde(d by the Lord," it became their duty tp be 
baptized by the apostles. We see in the very first 
Cmristian church on- earth, they were not added, or 
initiated, by baptismy but by the Lord, Baptism, 
therefore, noes not initiate into the church of ChHst, 
nor make the 9ubject of the rite a disciple of Christ, 
When God converts a soul, that individnal belongs 
to the church militant; and that individual volunta- 
rily unites with some branch of the church of Christ 
in the world in the worship of God, and in conform^- 
' ity to the rules of that branch of Christ's church by 
his own choice, and is received into, that branch by 
a vote of the church. As has bedn often observed, 
if baptism is the door into the church — ^if persons 
are received by baptism^ — ^then they must be baptized 
out of the church when they are excluded, or when 
they withdraw. If it is the door into the church, it 
is the door out of the church too. If it requires 
baptism and faith both to initiate a person into the 
church of Christ, then those who have faith and are 
not baptized are in a state hard to describe; and 
those who have been. baptized without faith are in 
the same condition, both of them half in the church ! 
partly initiated into the church and partly not. Says 
one, the unbaptized believer belongs to the '^ invis- 
ible" church of Christ. I never read in the Bible of 
any of Christ's children being invisible to him. They 
are not dmsisible to us, for bv their fruits we know 
them. Some of Christ's children exhibit more of 
the fruits of obedience than others, but they are not 
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invisible. In Christ the whole family in heaven and 
in earth is niamed;* So there is but one family. 
Christ's children on earth are not invisible to him. 
"His eyes are over them." We can see them. 
The idea, that Christ has Uioo churches, one visible 
and another invisible, here on earth, is unreasonable 
and unscriptural. In consequence of 'these two er^- 
rors, viz. eirdimcisi'on initiated into the Jewish 
church, and baptism initiates into the Christian 
church, Pedobaptists have their children baptized, 
as they call it, and Close Communion Baptists de^ar 
all unbaptized Christians — all the PedobilptiBt sects — 
and many who have been baptized, from the Lord's 
table. 

I have i^ow investigated two objections against 
free communion, viz. the order of the institution of 
the ordinances, and that baptism initiates us into 
the church. The conclusions drawn by the Close 
Baptists from the first of these objections, are; that 
Christ instituted baptism before he did the supper, 
and consequently it must be the first ordinance in the 
order of its performance. The second is, that bap- 
tism admits us into the church and none but church 
members are tq eat of the supper — ^unbaptized Chrls-^ 
tians arenot members, and therefore they -cannot 
consistently come to th*e Lord's table. * The premi- 
ses being incorrect, the conclusions of necessity are 
incorrect, I am as firmly satisfied that these objec- 
tions cannot be sustained by the Bible, as I am that 
infant sprinkling cannot be sustained by it; and witk 
all becoming modesty, I challenge Christendom to 
find the ordinance of infant sprinkling in the gospel. 

3. The next objection we shall noticcris, that it is 
criminal for an unbaptized person to approach the 
table of the Lord. I will copy a phrase or two. "If 
an unbaptized person approaches the Lord'» table, 
he tramples npon an ordinance most emphatically 
enjoined by Christ in the commission he gave his 
apostles." I have before said, that sin was a trans- 



FOR CLOSE COMHCKION. 201 

.gressioa of the Divine law; and that as no law was 
transgressed by unbaptized Christians celebrating 
the Lord's supper, I considered the sin. chimerical. 
That there is any Divine command transgressed in 
so doin]^,. I confidently deny. Do the Presbyterians 
trample on the ordinance by eating this supper? 
Forbid it charity, 

" Let ilot this weak unknowiag hand 
-Presume Uiy bolts to throw, 
And deal damnation round the land 
On each I judge thy foe." 

If the individual tramples- the ordinance of baptism 
by celebrating the supper, he does undoubted^ 
when he Hses as a preacher of the gospel. Says the 
author just quoted, " If it is sin for the .unbaptized 
to approach the table of the Lord, it must be sin for 
the thureh to invite anv unbaptized person to the ta- 
ble of the Lord, since by so doing they invite to sin." 
Is it not as evidently trampling the ordinance of bap- 
tisha for a minister who h^ not been baptized, and 
consequently ,(if Close Communion Baptists are 
right) does not belong to the church of Christ, to 
stand up as a teacher of religion, as it is for the un- 
baptized Christian to come to the supper? But still 
he is. invited to preach. God has called him to 
preach! Preaching or teaching is a conmiand of 
Christ. Korah, Dathan, and Abiram, for seeking the 

Eriesthood, were slain. Num. 16. Whjy is not this 
eld up tp make the Pedobaptist ministers cease 
preaching? The preaching of the gospel is com- 
manded, Mark 16:15. If it is a sin agamst God to 
invite them to his table, it is to invite themtopreach 
his gospel; and as they do not belong to Christ's 
church, (having never been baptized,) they are not 
Christ's ministers ! ! How is it known to be sin to 
invite these utibaptized Christians to the communion 
table ? " It is sinful to invite them to come to the 
table, because they have no right there: and they 
have no riisrht there, because it is sinfuP' ! ! It is not 
K 2 
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sinful to come because God Has forbidden it; for this 
he has never done. What a complete system of in- 
consistency ! Who shall judge whether it is sin or 
not ? Says an author, " Faith is prerequisite to bap- 
tism, baptism to church fellowship, and church fel- 
lowship to comnlunion at the Lord's table."* Now 
we have three prerequisites to the Lord's supper. 
Baptism and faith, both will not now answer; but 
church fellowship is the criterion. I will add one 
more prerequisite, that I think is consider fd more ab- 
solutely necessary than the three preceding^ and that 
is, the name. Individuals can be found that have 
been baptized, haxe faith and church fellowship; but 
alas ! the name is dilferent, and therefore they must 
not approach the Lord's table, especially where they 
are prohibited. I can find individuals that agree 
with the Close Communion Baptists as weU as they 
agree amonff themselves, and yet they must not com- 
memorate the death of Christ with them because 
they have another name ! J know of many Close 
Communion Baptists that agree with me in faith as 
well as my Freewill Baptist brethren do^ and in the 
doctrine of free communion too. Their churches 
will commune with them, and why not with me? 
Because that when I write my name I put F. W. 
before the Baptist, when thev place the word "Reg- 
liter" before the Baptist. My name is just as serij^- 
turai as theirs. The doctrine, I think, is m6re scrip- 
tural than theirs. In Bible days, there* was never 
any sect called Baptist, Methodist, or Presbyterian. 
There was one John the Baptist, and the reason 
why he was called Baptist was, he baptized his dis- 
ciples. If he had sprinkled water on them, he 
would have been called "John the Rantist," or John 
the Sprinkler. The doctrine he preached agrees as 
well with that we preach 'as it does with that which 
the Close Communion Baptists preach — ^let a candid 
world judge — and therefore if the name is worth any 
thing our name ifii worth as much as theirs^ there be- 
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ing aa maiiy vowels and consonants in it. But so it 
is; the name goes a. great ways in fisdng the term&of 
communion with many. 

We have now arrived at no less than fotur prere- 
quisites of close communion. First, /auA; second, 
iamtism; third, church- fellowship ; fourth, the name. 
It any object to thefowrth prerequisite, which is the 
only one I have added, I only answer that facts at- 
test the truth of it, and facts are stubborn arguments. 
But what is meant by church fellowship! Fellow- 
ship with the Methodist churches? . No. With the 
General Baptist? No. With the P)*esbyterian? 
No. With the Close Communion Baptist: Yes. 
The reason why church fellowship with the Pres- 
byteriah church will not do, is, '' They are no church 
of Christ, because they have never been baptized, 
and baptism is prerequisite to church fellowship." 
Butjtbe General Baptists, Freewill Baptists, and 
Seventh-day Baptists, have all been baptized, but 
they have not the same name ! Does that not prove 
that the name ,has about as much to do with the 
terms of communion as any one thing else ? But to 
say because a Christian comes to the Lord's table 
before he has been baptized, that by so doing he 
tramples the authority of Jehovah under his feet, is 
no more correct than to say that hy preaching the 
gospel of Christ he tramples the Divme command 
under his feet! Assertion is not always taken as 
proof. 

4. I will now cite the text that has been suppose^l 
to prove it the duty of the Baptists to withdraw. from 
other Christians in the celebration of the Lord's sup- 
per. 8 Thess; 3 :6, " Now we command you, breth- 
ren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Chnst, that ye 
withdraw yourselves from every brother that walk- 
eth disorderly, and not afler the tradition which he 
received of us. " The argu vo/vaX they bring from this 
text is, "That the order oiTthe primitive chuich 
was repentance and baptism before th^ Lord's sup- 
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per, and prior to church membership— -and that those 
that do not follow this order are walking <fi»orderly, 
and therefore they are conmianded to withdraw from 
them. This is the magnum aretimenhim. I shall, 
in coming at the true sense of this text, answer tbe 
three following questions: 

1. What did Faui mean by the tradition? 

3. What is meant by disorderly walking? 

3. What is meant by the command "/o uith- 
drcMV' 

1 . What did Paul mean by the tradition ? He and 
Silas had been to Thessalonica and preached before 
this. It was a place of considerable importance , beinff 
the ancient metropolis of Macedonia, and the church 
had been flourishing. Paul had a short time previous 
to this written them a letter, which was the nrst epis- 
tle that he wrote. The word " fr<Ml«<ton" refers to 
what he with Silas and Timotheus had written in the 
former letter. He evidently did not mean timm^^n 
sayings, which were orally conununicated from one 
to another, though this is the conunon sense of tbe 
term. But the word of God as contained.in the for- 
mer letter, which is the only tradition the church of 
God should regard. " Which ye received of us"— - 
that is, Paul, Silas, and Timotheus. What was 
that ? Is baptism a tradition of men } Is the supper 
a tradition of men? In 1 Thess. 4:11, 12, he tells 
them to ^^ Study to be qaiet, and to do your ovm husi- 
nes9, and to work with your own bands, as we eon^ 
manded you, that ye may walk honestly," S.c. This 
then was the driginal oral tradition afterward com«' 
municated in a letter. Then we have the tradition 
before us, with which the rest of the text corres- 
ponds. 

S. What is meant by disorderly walking? This 
is the grand question in contemplation. iVe will 
look again at his former epiAle. 1 Thess. 4:1 — 6, 
'* Furthermore, then, we beseech you, brethren, and 
eihort you by the Lord J«8tt8, that as ye have r©- 
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ceired of us how ye ouffht to walk and to please 
God, so ye would abound more and more. For ve 
know what conmiandments yre gave you by the 
Lord Jesus. For this is the will of God, even your 
sanctifieation; that ye should abstain from fornica- 
tion, thateveiy one of you should know how to pos- 
sess his vessel in sanctificatiQta and honor. Not in' 
the lust of concupiscence, even as the Gentiles that 
know not God, that no man go beyond and defraud 
his brother in any matter," &c. This makes it clear, 
that in the text under consideration he speaks in 
view of jiist such disorder as he here exhorts them 
in the name of the Lord Jesus to aroid. This 
agrees with the sense of the original word (attdctoB) 
disordei^ly. The word ataktos also signifies tmruly 
— dissolute. (Donegan.) Dissolute, loose, vfontorii 
debauched, (Walker,) Such disorderly characters 
as these we are commanded not to fellowship. Are 
all unbaptized Christians such characters as these } 
3. What is meant by the command "to with- 
draw7" It means to aisfeUoyfship theti^ a^ follow- 
ers of Christ, for the same apostle says, " follow 
me, even as I follow Christ;" and if they are dissO" 
lute or disorderly, fellowship them not as following 
the example of Christ. On a similar occasion, he 
says, 1 Cor. 5:11, "But now I have written unto 
you not to keep company, if any man that is called 
a brother be a fornicator, or covetous, or an idola- 
ter, or a railer, or a drunkard, or an extortioner, 
with such an one, no, not to eat." This is not to 
just disfellowship him at the Lord's table, but not to 
even eat a common meal with him ! In order to be 
exact in the withdrawing, we niust " keep not com- 
pany," neither em/ nor religious, <^ no, not so much 
as to eat." But to commune in singing, in praying, 
and in preaching, and then to withdraw at the Lord's 
table, are three evidences of fellowship, and one of 
disfellowship. Strange sort of withdrawal that! 
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Three evidences against one, that you are in feUow- 
ship. 

We tken come to the conclusion, that the tradi- 
tion of the apostle was not Christian baptism, which 
is an ordinance of Christ's own institution — ^that the 
diiorderly walking was not cominff t6 the Lord's 
table-'-^and that to withdraw from a aMorderly walk- 
er was not to fellowship him in every thing but the 
Lord's supper. It is not .yet proved that it is disor- 
derly or aedauchery for unbaptized Christians to eat 
at tne Lord's table ! 

Again, Rom. 16:17, " Now I beseech you, breth* 
ren, mark them which cause divisions and oiTences, 
contrary to the doctrine ve have learned and avoid 
them." This also has oeen supposed to prove it 
wrong for Baptiststo commune with Pedobaptists. 
But, before I come to that conclusion, I must read 
the next verse, " For they that are such serve not 
our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own betty^ and by 
good words and fkir speeches deceive the nearts of 
the simple^" Those the apostle comoaiands us t» 
avoid here, are disorderly walkers; and he says, they 
are not the servants of Jesus Christ* Is this the char- 
acter of the Pedobaptists ? Are not they the servants 
of Jesus Christ? I will venture to say that there is 
not one text in. all God's word to prohibit unbaptiz- 
ed Christians from coming tO the Lord's table, or 
that proves it wicked and trampling on Christ's au- 
thority, for them thus to partake of the Lord's sup- 
per. 

But where is the cause of lading so much stress 
on these texts, just (|uoted? It is this, the texts are 
misapiilied and their sense perverted in order to 
make it appear sinful for Baptists to eat the supper 
with other Christians, and thus make ft good excuse 
for their practice. They will occupy the desk with 
me, but a seat at their table I must not have. Thus 
our ministers are fit to preach the gospel, but they 
nro not fit to partake of its ordinances!! So a 
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brother will in jprwate acknowledge me to be a 
Christian, and, m all acts of religious worship, he 
will acknowledge me to be a Christian, but fme. 
There he cannot acknowledge it. Says Mr. Foster, 
" We 4o cheerfully invite aU retU Chri$tiansy not 
only to the Lord's table, but to his baptism." 
Then all real Christians are invited to the Lord's 
supper ! They do not generally invite me to be bap- 
tized, nor any of my F. W. Baptist brethren do they 
urge to that duty — ^nor do they invite us to come to 
the Lord's table. Therefore, we are not considered 
real Christians; for such are invited to do bothlt 
And all this time, they call us inconsistettt; btit the 
reader will judge how consistent with common sense 
their V cheerful invitation" is. 

I will now mention a text that has been often quo- 
ted to show that C. Baptists cannot consistently com- 
mune with others with whom they differ in some 
points of faith. It is this, Amos 3:3, "Can two 
walk together, except they be agreed?" This has 
b^en cited a thousand times, in order to prove close 
communion. In the first place, this was written 
eight hundred and twenty years before the Lord in- 
stituted this supper ! Again, it was spoken to Isra- 
el by the prophet, accompanied with ewht other 
questions. God, in the verse preceding, threatened 
to punish them for their sins. They had broken 
God's law and were not obedient to his will — ^they 
did not agree to walk with God, and he informed 
them that he could not dwell and walk with them, 
unless they agreed to his will. But, to fetch this to 
the aid of close communion, is much like the man 
who clung to the anchor when the ship was ready to 
sink I God is agreed to walk with his children, and 
says, ' " I will m with them and 'walk with them." 
God is with the Methodists, Presbyterians, &c. of a 
truth. He walks with them through the shadow of 
death, notwithstanding they have some imperfec-^ 
tions; but our dose coitununion brethren seem to be 
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very particular whom they walk withl God is 
agreed to walk with aU his children, even to the 
communion table, and how any can walk with him 
who are not agreed to this, I leave for those who 
practice this to answer. If a man will not walk 
with his brother whom he has seen, how can he 
walk with God whom he has not seen? Every per- 
son who reads his BiUe knows this text has not^ins 
to do with the question to be settled. . The word 
walk, cannot mean communion at the Lord's table» 
without an extravagant figure of rhetoric, not to be 
admitted in so plain a declaration as the one contain- 
ed in the text. But a drowning man will grasp at a 
straw. 

5. The next objection is. That by admitting Chri»* 
tians of other names to commune with us we ac- 
knowledge them to be baptized as well as ourselves, 
and " virtually say that your error is as good as our 
truth." This would hold good against us, if we re- 
fused tmbaptized Christians. We do not conunune 
with them as baptized persons, but as Christians, 
unbaptized. We are yet without the proof, that 
baptism is prerequisite. If we acknowledged that 
it was, then the objection might be good, but now it 
is not applicable to us. It would appl^ to the JRo- 
man CatkoUe*, for they say " baptism is that ordi- 
nance that makes us Christians;" but we hold that a 
person may be a Christian without baptism.. Let no 
one then brand us with acknowledffi^ them bap- 
tized by inviting them to the table of Cnrist. We 
repel such assertions. 

6. The next objection is, that we commune with 
their errors and profess to concunune with their prac- 
tice. We do not profess to show an entire agrees 
ment in every point of faith and practice with uose 
whom we invite. This I have already shown was not 
the design of the institution. We do not think it 
necessary to a proper celebration of the supper that 
in ev^ry minute point there should be entire uai- 
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formity . This does not exist often where the Lord's 
table is spread, even smiong the Close Communion 
^apti^ts themselves. 

Uut do I agree with a man's errors, because I ad- 
mit he has some correct sentiments? Is it not right 
for me to agree (or commune, the true sense of the 
term) with him when he tells the truth? or shall I 
when he is correct deny it? Does God when he 
communes by his Holy Spirit with that individual 
commune with his errors? Does he commune with 
your errbrs ? or have you none ? We will take a case, 
a common one. I and my close communion brethren 
are engaged in a protracted meeting. Sinnerd are 
alarmed, and with an earnest heart say pray for us. 
We kneel by the anxious to pray — ^we pray in un- 
ion of spirit, and God hears our united cries, and in 
answer to our prayers and agreeably to his promise, 
" whei-e two are agreed" it shall be done, he converts 
a score of anxious sinners. There was a commun- 
ion in prayer and with God himself. It exhibits the 
strongest, the nearest union that Christians can have 
with God and with one another. Now I ask an en- 
lightened community, if that minister did not express 
his fellowship with me more fully than he would by 
sitting with me and a hundred others at the Lord's 
table? Was it not an expression of the length and 
breadth of Christian fellowship? And after all this 
the next Sabbath following he tells me he cannot sit 
around my Father's table with me ! ! 

7. By admitting unbaptized Christians to com- 
munion, they will be more likely to neglect to be 
baptized. Just so I might argue, that the voung con- 
Vert must not pray, for if he does he will most cer- 
tainly neglect to be baptized ! It is his duty to re- 
pent — ^to pray — ^to confess Christ, and to obey the 
ordinances of the gospel. By repenting will he be 
more likely to neglect to pray — by praying will he 
be the more likely to neglect to confess Chnst — and 
by confessing Christ will ne be the more likely to dis^ 
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obey hU commands? The contrary is true. ^If he 
repents (le wUl be apt to pray, if he prays be will he 
likely to confess Christ publicly and to obey him. 
Experimental knowledge proves this objection irra* 
tional and inconsistent. 

8. " We should have to commune with our ex- 
cluded members. " What does this objection .prove ^ 
I will tell you. It proves that sectarian notions cor- 
rupt the church of Christ. Instead of these Chris- 
tian parties keeping the church from receiving bad 
memoers to their communion, it Mcreem hypocrites. 
Let a man be excluded from the C, Baptist church 
for imfMraUtyj and will any other church receive 
him? ' Not one. Byt suppose we receive him. 
This argues that he has no expectation of meeting the 
C. Baptists who excluded him, at the Lord's table, for 
if he had he might have known that for his sins he 
might be rebuked before all, that the rest might fear, 
and his sins would find him out. But instead of this, 
he thinks that no complaint will be brought against 
him from the former church, and he is sereeneafrom 
censure. No# reverse the order, and let him know 
if he hides his siim from us and gets into the church, 
he might meet them in one week in a public asciembly, 
and he would not be likely to join another church 
under those circumstances nor would he be received. 

It is the duty of Christians to do good to all men» 
and especially to the household of faith-^for we are 
no more strangers and foreigners but fbllow citizens 
with the saints and of the household of God. If a 
bad member flees fVom one church to find refuge in 
another church, his latter brethren ought to hear any 
complaint of his former brethren; and if he is im- 
moral, they ought not to receive him into their 
church, and if he is received, he should be cut ofi*. 
But by our feeling that we are not brethren, and by 
our acting as though we were not /ei/ott eitixens^ the 
church is corrupted and hypocrites are sheltered. 
This k not the enect of free comrnvmion, But what 
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if you did set at the table with a bad man, ^B bad as 
Juda^, does that make it wrong for you to eat and 
drink ? Some say, if Judas was there the apostles 
did not know him to be a bad man. Strange that 
when Christ had said " one of you shall betray me,'* 
and they had been saying, " Lord, is it I?" and Judas 
said '^Master J is it I," and Jesus said '^ thou hast said'^ 
— when he said it is he to whom I will give the sop 
when I have dipped it — and when he gave it to Ju- 
das — ^strange, I say, that they did not know Judas 
to be a bad man ! 

Now says one, <^ You open the door of commuuioo 
to the wicked," Not at all. I neither open or shut 
the door; that is Christ's bui^ness, and as his minis- 
ter it is right for me to say to those who feome to the 
Lord's table, " If you eat and drink unworthiljr, you 
eat and drink danmation to yourselves." It is the 
duty of every particular church to judge of the 
standing of its members. It is the duty of everf 
Christian to put himself under the government of 
some particular church, otherwise the churches can- 
not judge of their standing. On this ground, we 
cannot invite Christians that belong to no church, for 
we know not that they are in fellowship with any 
branch of Christ's church, and are not conmiended 
to the Christian public, by the judgment of any 
branch of the Christian church, ft is not expected 
that we shall invite any persons to come, but such as 
are known to be the professed members of the church 
of Christ. If a man is amenable to no church for 
his conduct as a Christian, we are under no obliga- 
tion whatever to recognize him as a member of 
Christ's church by inviting him to the ordinances of 
his house. Judas Iscariot was a professed disciple 
of Christ. But are our close communion brethren 
never deceived? Do their views and practices keep 
back all who are unworthy? Not so. Many who 
are baptized by them are no better than any other 
hypocrites of a different name. But in order ta 
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keep away hypocrites shall we keep back the dear chil- 
dren of Christ — dear to him — for he has purchased 
them by his blood. Shall we keep them back when 
he has told them to come ? The fact that a person 
has been baptized is not an infallible evidence of his 
being a real believer in Christ. 

9. The last objection I shall consider is, " You com- 
mune with unbaptized persons, but you will not re- 
ceive them into your church, which is inconsistent." 
This objection is not quite correct. We do not re- 
ceive persons into our churches because they are a/- 
ready DB-ptized, or because they have alreadv obser- 
ved the Lord's supper, but because they feel it their 
duty and privilege to do this as children of Christ. 
Not because he has had this privilege, but because 
they love God and want this privilege. We vote 
members in and vote them out. If we baptize them 
in, we must baptize them out. An unbaptized per- 
son is never received, but on condition he will be 
baptized and perform all other Christian duties. On 
this ground, an individual acts when he invites a 
neighbor to eat with him. The man sits down; but 
afler the repast, says the neighbor, I am well 
pleased with your fare, and I want to make it my 
nome with you. Says the first, you can take up 
your abode with us, if you will conform to our rules 
and regulations. He hears the regulations, and says, 
I think I could not enjoy myself under all these rules. 
Very well, savs the nrst; these are our rules; upon 
which the other thinks he can better enjoy himself 
elsewhere and passes on. They agreed to eat to- 
gether, but in family reflations they did not agree. 
Thus we agree to eat with our unbaptized brethren, 
while in our church regulations we do not agree, and 
of course have the opportunity of being under such reg^ 
ulations as we may prefer. So our C. Baptist breth- 
ren receive an unbaptized minister into their meeting 
houses, sing with him, pray with him, and worship 
Ood with him, for in this they agree; but at the LordHt 
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table they do not invite him to partake, for here thev 
think he has no right to come. They disagree with 
him here, or at least the^ differ in prerequisites for 
the table. This is more inconsistent than we are in 
communing with him, for here too we agree, as well 
as we do m his preaching or praying, and as Ifar as 
we agree we feel willing to go with God's children. 
Let us, then, if we manifest a difference with others, 
do it in the things wherein we differ and not where- 
in we agree. 

VI. Objections against sectarian or close commun- 
ion. 

1. We think it contrary to the spirit of Christian 
love and of the gospel. " Why dost thou judge thy 
brother or why settest thou at nought thy brother? 
Rom. 14:10. Is Christ divided? 1 Cor. 1:13. 
" Let each esteem other better than, himself." 

2. It is not in the Bible, therefore we are not bound 
to believe it. 

d. It severs the children of God, even young con- 
verts who join different branches of Christ's church, 
and chills their feelings towards each other. 

4. It does not so ) well in time of reformation. 
When Christians' Hearts are filled with love to God 
and his children, they will sometimes come together 
and break over the ndes of the close conununion sys- 
tem — ^this is often the case. 

5. It prohibits Christ's ministers from coming to 
the Lord's tabl^ with faose very souls they have led 
to Christ, and who are endeared to them by the 
strong ties of Christian love. 

6. It is not the communion of the Bible. 1st Cor. 
10:16, 17. " The cup of blessing which we bless, is 
it not the communion of the blood of Christ? The 
bread which we break, is it not the conununion of 
the body of Christ? For we being many are ooo 
bread and one body; for we are all partakers of that 
one bread." Here we see that the communion of the 
Bible Lb the communion of the body of Christ. Na 



tl4 OBJECTIONS TO CL08K COMMtJHIOy. 

<me sect is the body of Christ, therefore the com* 
miinioa of a sect is not the communion of the Bible., 
We being many are one hody^ and are all partakers 
of that one bread. In the communion of the Bible 
all the body or church are said to be partakers of 
that one bread. It is spread for all. A $eetartan 
communion is not spread for all the church, but for 
only a branch or sect. It is therefore not the com* 
munion of the Bible. The blood and bodv of Christ 
are represented by aU his ehvrehy and they are all 
partakers of his blood and body spiritually; and for 
any branch of his church to claim to be the whole body 
of Christ's church is a gratuitous and arrogant as- 
sertion j neither true in reason nor in fact, nor is the 
table thus spread the table of the Lord, but the tabl« 
of a sect! 
Byron, Sept. 1, 1840. 
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